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RoserT M BeuL
C=1EF LUDGE

COWRT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND

ﬁs:m C MURPHY COURTS OF APPEAL BUILDING

36! ROWE BOULEVARD
ANNAPOLIS. MARY_LAND 2:14C1-: 699

November 17, 1999

Honorable Thomas V. “Mike” Miller, Jr.
President of the Senate

State House

Annapolis. Manland 21401-15891

Henorable Casper R. Taylor. Jr.
Speaker of the House

State House

Annapolis. Manyland 21401-1991

Re: Judgeship Needs for Fiscal Year 2001
Gentlemen:

Adhering to established procedure. | am submitting the 4nnual Certification of Needs for
Additional Judgeships for Fiscal Year 2001

As the enclosed data will demonstrate. we have certified a need for additional judgeships in
Cahert. Cecil. Charles. Frederick. Washington and Worcester Counties. W ith respect to our anah sis
and as a result of a variety of circumstances. the Judiciary s Fiscal Year 2001 request for additional
judgeships will be limited to one judgeship for the Circuit Court for Worcester County to be assigned
circuit-wide responsibilities (Dorchester. Somerset. Wicomico and Worcester Counties) to be
determined by the Circuit Administrative Judge for the First Judicial Circuit. This judgeship will be
used principally like a family division judge for the circuit.

Addiuonally. as result of recent appellate decisions and the need to enhance the uniformity of
practice within the circuit courts. the Judiciary is poised to adopt a policy relating to the utilization of
standing masters that establishes judges at the center of the adjudication process in family law matters.
This policy 1s contingent upon the acquisition of additional judgeships beginning in the Family Divisions
of our five largest jurisdictions over the next two fiscal vears. As such. we are requesting that the
General Assembly establish one additional judgeship for Anne Arundel. Baltimore. Montgomery and
Prince George's Counties and Balumore Crty in Fiscal Year 2001 and an equal number of judgeships
in Fiscal Year 2002 for this purpose.




Honorable Thomas V. “NMike” Miller. Jr.
Honorable Casper R. Tavlor. Jr.
November 17. 1999

Page 2

In conclusion. the Judician is requesting a total of six additional judgeships in Fiscal Year 2001
Our decision to request judgeships for those jurisdictions with special emphasis on family law was one
bom out of a need 1o ensure these cases be expedited to minimize the trauma of litigation and ensure the
safety and support for all family members. With the support of the other branches of government. the
Judiciany will continue to be innovative in responding to its escalating dockets and their diserse and
changing compesinon. Please call upon me if vou require any further informaunon.

Respectfully vours.

Robert M. Bell

cC: Honorable Parris N. Glendening. Governor
Honorable Barbara A. Hoffman. Chairman. Senate Budget and Taxation Committee
Honorable Walter M. Baker. Chairman. Senate Judicial Proceedings Committee
Honorable Howard P. Rawlings. Chairman. House Appropriations Committee
Honorable Joseph F. Vallario. Jr.. Chairman. House Judiciann Commintee
Honorable 1da G. Ruben. Senate Budget and Taxation Committee
Honorable Peter Franchot. House Appropriations Committee
Honorable William D. Schaefer. State Comptroller
Honorable Joseph F. Murphy. Jr.. Chief Judge. Court of Special Appeals
Honorable Paul H. Weinstein. Chairman. Conference of Circuit Judges
Honorable Martha F. Rasin. Chief Judge. District Count
Honorable Maurice W. Baldwin. Jr.. Chair. Executive Comm. of the
Maryland Judicial Conference
Honorable Frederick W. Puddester. Secretary. Department of Budget
and Management
Circuit Administrative Judges
Joseph C. Bryce, Chief Legislative Officer
Stephen E. Hamris, Esq., State Public Defender
Frank Broccolina, Acting State Court Administrator
Karl S. Aro. Executive Director. Department of Legislative Reference
Stephanie Ennel, Budget Analyst. Department of Budget Management
Honorable Donna G. Burch, Chair. Conference of Circuit Court Clerks
Matthew Klein, Administrative Analvst, Department of Fiscal Services
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Exhibit A
CERTIFICATION PROCESS

Atthe suggestion of the Legislative Policy Committee. the Maryland Judiciary began
an annual procedure of formally centifying to the General Assembly the need for additional
judges on January 4, 1979. Since implementation, the process has allowed the Judiciary
the opportunity to present the need for judgeships annually based on a review of
comprehensive factors relating to the capacity with which the State's judicial system is able

to process cases in a timely and equitable manner.

Three different steps are involved in the Chief Judge's Certification Process The
starting point and the subject of this report is an analysis prepared by the Administrative
Office of the Courts. Information relating to actual and projected filings. the number of
pending cases per judge, the number of dispositions per judge, the ratio of attorneys to
judges. the time required for civil. criminal. and juvenile cases from filing through
disposition, and the population per judge are compiled and reviewed. Caseload
projections are then applied to these data and preliminary trends are identified. It is
important to emphasize that these indicators are only precursory and are meant to act only

as a starting point in determining the need for additional judicial positions.

The second phase of the certification process involves the local trial courts It is at
this stage of development, after reviewing the preliminary analysis and assessing local
factors unique to a particular court, that each Circuit Administrative Judge responds to the
need for additional judgeships. In preparation of this response, the Circuit Administrative
Judge is advised to: (1) seek the views of individual County Administrative Judges: (2)
solicit opinions from members of the bench and bar from that county; and (3) consult with

State and local legislators. and other individuals involved with providing local funding

support. Based on a thorough review of the local sttuation. and other pertinent factors that

-
-
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may support the need for increased judicial resources, the Circuit Administrative Judge is

asked to address the following points-

. If there is agreement with the information indicating a need for additional
resources, are there physical facilities and available local financial support
for additional judgeships? Does the local delegation of State legislators
support this need? What is the position of the local bar and others who

might be called upon to support the request for an additional judgeship?

. If there is disagreement with the analysis against additional judges, what
factors support this view? Are all caseflow management procedures being
utilized in order to minimize the need for more judges (e.g.. inter- or intra-

circuit assignment, Distnct Court judges, or retired judges).

. If there is disagreement with an indication suggesting the need for additional
judges, what factors support this view (e.g., the availability of inter- or intra-
circuit assignments or the use of District Court or retired judges, the lack of
physical facilities or the lack of fiscal support. improved administrative

procedures. etc )?

The final phase of the certification plan occurs when the Chief Judge of the Court
of Appeals reviews the responses from administrative judges, as well as the preliminary
analysis. Before making a final decision, the Chief Judge also may discuss the request
further with the administrative judge or other informed sources. Final certification is then
forwarded to the legislative leadership based on a distillation of all the information

available.
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il METHODOLOGY FOR ANALYSIS

To identify a basis for the need for judgeships, a variety of factors influencing the
workload and performance of the courts assesses the need of each jurisdiction The
efficacy of these factors are considered in light of case filing projections developed for the
out-years and then applied comparatively to a particular filing to judge stancjard. If this
relative analysis indicates a need for an additional judgeship. it is likely that a strong

statistical need exists for an additional judgeship in that jurisdiction.

in instances where there exsts a clearly defined lack of statistical need the
confluence of circumstances within individual courts may have a precipitous effect on the
need for increased resources. Such an indication may be reflected in the litigousness of

individual cases or practices unique to the local legal culture.

Traditionally. the time required :0 terminate cases is one method of ascertaining how
the circuit courts are coping with increases in caseload. Table 3 illustrates the average
number of days between filing and dssposition for all cases terminated over the past four
fiscal years. Table 5 provides a breakdown of the number of heanngs conducted by case
type and jurisdiction. as well as statewide comparative rankings. Workload measures are
compared in Table 6 and include: filings per judge; pending cases per judge, dispositions
per judge: population per judge; and ratio of attormeys to judges Detailed population
statistics are found in Table 4. All vaniables are ranked in Table 8 and distinguish between
predictive factors and performance factors. Predictive factors generally indicate those
elements that may affect the volume of workload in the courts for the foreseeable future,
while performance factors tend to illustrate the ability of the courts to address the workload.
Comparison of these factors in Tabie 9 provides further insight into the relative needs of

each jurisdiction in Maryland in terms of volume and its ability to cope with workload

demands.
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Since the certification process began in January of 1978, 53 circuit court judgeships

and 22 District Court judgeships have been created by the General Assembly.
. GENERAL TRENDS WITHIN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

Filing activity in the circuit courts has increased more than g percent over the last
five years, from 254,708 total filings during Fiscal Year 1885, to the current total of 278,469
filings. Increases were noted in each functional area with the greatest increase occurring
in civit case filings There were 147 784 civil cases filed dunng Fiscal Year 1995.
compared with 167.265 filings during Fiscal Year 1999. Criminal filings followed,
Increasing approximately 5 percent (i.e., from 68.672 in Fiscal Year 1985, to 72,123 in
Fiscal Year 1899), while a 2.2 percent rise was noted in juvenile case filings (i.e., from
38.252 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 39,081 in Fiscal Year 1999).

Categorically, a 7.7 percent increase in domestic-related filings over the five-year
period contributed to the reported increase in civil case filings. During Fiscal Year 1995,
84.483 domestic-related cases were filed. That figure compares with 90,983 filings during
Fiscal Year 1999. Parallel to the rise in domestic-related filings has been a 12.4 percent
Increase in civil hearings, from 83,152 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 93 424 hearings in Fiscal
Year 1998. To lessen the burden of the increased caseload, many circuit court judges
have received the assistance of masters in conducting the hearings. However, with the
proposed policy limiting the duties of masters, the court will be challenged to expeditiously
resolve its increased hearing docket without compromising the quality of justice to which
the citizenry of Maryland is entitled. This may require additional judicial assistance,
particularty in those jurisdictions that have separate family divisions that attempt to address

all of the issues of the family with one judge.
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Likewise, the increase in criminal filings was fueled by a 9.4 percent nse in jury tnal
prayers emanating from the Distnct Court (i.e., from 22,949 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 25098
in Fiscal Year 1999), coupled with a 3.2 percent increase in indictment and information
fiings. There were 36,331 indictment and information cases filed during Fiscal Year 1395,

compared with 37,508 during Fiscal Year 1999. Over the last several years. the circuit

courts have been besieged with cases ansing out of the violation of the CDS laws of this

State. Many of those offenders are recidivists, often clogging the cnminal dockets with

violation of probation proceedings.

A 7 .4 percent increase in delinquency filings. from 26.091 in Fiscal Year 1995 to
28,009 In Fiscal Year 1999, mitigated by a 20.7 percent reduction in CINA case filings (i e..
from 11,851 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 9.399 in Fiscal Year 1999) contributed to the

comparatively shght increase reported in total juvenile filings over the last five years
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Judgeships Created Since 1979
Jurisdiction Circuit Court Distnct Court |
Anne Arundel 3 2
Baltimore County 6 1
Baltimore City 8 4
Calvert 1
Carroll 1
Cecil 1
Charles 3 1
Frederick 2 1
Harford 2 1
Howard 2 3
Montgomery 7 4
Prince George's 11 4
St. Mary's 2
Washington 2
Wicomico 1 1
Worcester 1
TOTAL 53 22

Note: There were two District Court judgeships authorized dunng the 1996 Session of the
General Assembly, one in Anne Arundel County and one in Baltimore City. Those two
judgeships were to be shared with the District Court in Baltimore County.
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Jury Trial Prayers

FY 90 FY 91 FY 82 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY 96 FY 97 FY 98 FY 99
4.061 3.140 3450 4,317 4263 3.752 3 255 3,841 5279 4 365
2,045 2,383 2,589 1,274 827 746 692 596 479 £72

5.691 4.002 2.952 2.409 2835 2.356 2354 2.143 2134 1997
2.21C 1.810 2493 2.083 1 454 1.560 1713 1,223 1241 1459
3314 2.955 3,287 2.757 2.83¢ 2.652 3 628 2518 3878 5430
10.562 10.814 11,471 11.434 11 452 11883 11575 11 380 11370 11275
27.882 25.104 26,262 24284 23707 22,948 23217 21711 24 381 2% 098

Indictment and Information Filings

9% FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 7Y % FY 97 FY 98 FY 99
8405 13.351 14.555 12187 4.136 14,372 14.558 15,118 15,589 16.07%
2.463 3.281 4.219 4,132 3.678 3.795 3.508 3.268 3325 3824
2.974 2,910 3.271 3.373 3.291 3.536 1.003 4.140 4218 4 (41
2371 1.943 2.573 2.956 =287 23587 = 650 2.299 228 Y16
ice George's County 4.326 4,340 5,340 5.242 4.648 4.420 3.580 5.212 4738 4.333
7701 7,363 7.830 7.464 - 152 7.851 C.872 7.727 ".917 T304
28.270 33,188 37,788 36.357 35,462 36.331 37171 37,864 38.03° 375
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Circuit Courts Analysis
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CIRCUIT COURTS ANALYSIS

Allegany County

Allegany County is located in the Fourth Judicial Circurt of Maryland. This
jurisdiction has expenenced an exodus of residents over the last ten years. from 74 .946

dunng the April 1990 Census, to the projected July 1, 2000 population of 70,100 residents.

a decrease of approximately 6.5 percent.

In contrast, total filings have increased more than 28 percent. from 2.680 in Fiscal
Year 1995 to the current level of 3,440 total filings. increasing most significantly were civil
case filings. During Fiscal Year 1999. there were 2 508 civil cases filed. an increase of 39 8
percent over the Fiscal Year 1995 level of 1.796 filings. Fueling the nise in civil filings was
a 60.7 percent increase in domestic filings, from 989 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 1.589 filings
in Fiscal Year 1999 Juvenile filings also increased during the five-year period There were
357 juvenile cases filed dunng Fiscal Year 1999. an increase of nearty 35 percent over the
Fiscal Year 1395 level of 265 filings. Durng that same period, delinquency filings rose
approximately 36.5 percent (i.e., from 178 in Fiscal Year 1995 to 243 filings in Fiscal Year
1999), contributing to the overall increase. The only decrease dunng the last five years
was reported in cnminal filings. After increasing steadily for three years, criminal filings

decreased 17.6 percent over the last two years, from 698 in Fiscal Year 1998, to the

current level of 575 filings. The current decrease in overall cnminal filings can be attributed
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to a 17.6 percent reduction in requests for jury trials emanating from the District Court.
There were 438 jury trial prayers reported during Fiscal Year 1998, compared with the
Fiscal Year 1999 level of 361 filings. The net decrease in criminal filings over the last five

years was 7.1 percent (i.e., from 619 in Fiscal Year 1985, to 575 in Fiscal Year 1999).

Currently, there are two resident judges and one part-time standing master assigned
to adjudicate Allegany County’s increasing caseload. The judges and master presided
over 2,702 hearings during Fiscal Year 1989. Hearings conducted in Allegany County
increased more than 38 percent since Fiscal Year 1995 when 1,951 hearings were
conducted. Inmate litigation generated from the Westem Correctional Institution
contributed to the increased hearings. Expanded bed space at the existing facility, coupled
with the construction of a new 1,200 bed facility is expected to impact caseload in Allegany

County in the coming years.

During Fiscal Year 1988, approximately 1,720 filings were reported per judge. while
nearly 1,700 cases were disposed per judge. Allegany County recorded the ninth longest
criminal case disposition time (136 days) and the tenth longest juvenile case disposition

time (70 days).

Anne Arundel County

Anne Arundel County has more than 486,000 residents. Since 1990, this jurisdiction

has experienced an influx of approximately 53,161 new inhabitants, an increase of nearty

9
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14 percent. Dunng Fiscal Year 1999. Anne Arundel County ranked fourth in population per

judge (48,120 residents).

Anne Arundel County reported 21,405 total filings during Fiscal Year 1999.

representing a 5.6 percent increase over the previous year's total of 20.274 filings Nearly

61 percent (12,988 filings) of the caseload comprised civil filings. while cnminal case filings
accounted for approximately 23.4 percent (5.001 filings) of the total cases. With respect
to categorical distribution of cases. 31.2 percent (6,668 filings) of the total caseload
comprised domestic-related matters while nearly 18 percent (3.829 filings) and 13 4
percent (2,858) were indictment/information and delinquency cases, respectively. A great
percentage of the court's cnminal docket comprises cases arising from the violation of the

CDS laws of this State.

With a Fiscal Year 1999 ranking of fifth in both filings and dispositions per judge.
Anne Arundel County reported 2,141 filings and 1,980 dispositions per judge. An average
of 246 days was expended in civil case disposition (second statewide), while criminal and
juvenile case disposition averaged 135 and 63 days, respectively. Dunng Fiscal Year
1999, Anne Arundel County ranked eleventh in hearings conducted per judge and standing
master with 1,478 heanngs. Additionally, Anne Arundel County ranked first in predictive
factors, suggesting a high volume of cases per judge and eighth in performance factors.
indicating a slower ability to handie workioad. With the assistance of five standing masters.
the court has managed to effectively move its caseload. However, the proposed changes

10
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in the duties of masters will impact workload and necessitate the need for additional judicial

resources to ensure the citizenry the level of service to which it has become accustomed

Baltimore City

Baltimore City has continued to experience a decrease in population since the Apni
1990 Census. More than 116,000 residents have departed Baltimore City over the last ten
years. representing a 15.8 percent decrease in population. During Fiscal Year 18989 there

were approximately 21,090 residents per judge.

Although faced with a declining population, the courts have continued to be
inundated with a steadily increasing docket. In fact, over the last five years filing activity
has increased nearly 18 percent, from 59.476 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of
69,976 filings. Baltimore City's 69,976 filings accounted for more than 25 percent of the
total cases filed statewide. During Fiscal Year 1998, Baltimore City ranked first statewide
in filings recorded per judge (2,333 filings). Civil cases comprised nearly 47 percent of the
total caseload with 32,742 civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 1999. More than 40 percent
of the civil caseload comprised domestic-related matters (13,276 filings), while
approximately 35 percent of the reported cases (24,464 filings) were of a criminal nature.
Baltimore City reported 33.8 percent of the total statewide criminal caseload and 26.6
percent of the juvenile caseload during Fiscal Year 1999. In addition to adjudicating more
than one third of the State's criminal cases, Baltimore City has been plagued with an ever-

increasing domestic docket and mounting complex civil tort litigation (e.g., asbestos and

11
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lead paint cases). Domestic-related filings increased approximately 39 percent over the
last five years. from 9,549 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 13.276 in Fiscal Year 1898 During the
same period. delinquency filings increased 39.1 percent (e, from 6,221 in Fiscal Year
1995 to 8,652 in Fiscal Year 1999), while indictment and information case fiings rese 11.8

percent (i.e . from 14,372 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 16.075 in Fiscal Year 1999)

Baltimore City's increasing caseload was evidenced by its ranking of first statewide
in filings per judge (2.333) and second in dispositions (1.884) per judge. Additionally.
Baltimore City ranked first in civil case disposition time (276 days) and second in juveniie
case’disposition time (84 days) during Fiscal Year 1999. Baltimore City ranked first in

performance factors and second in predictrve factors.

Currently. Baltimore City has a complement of thirty judges and fourteen standing

masters to adjudicate its ever-increasing caseload.

Balitimore County

Baltimore County'’s projected July 1. 2000 population of 725,800 represents an
increase of nearly 34,000 inhabitants or approximately 4.9 percent over the last ten years.
With an average of 45,244 residents per judge, Baltimore County ranked sixth statewide

in population per judge during Fiscal Year 1999.

12
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Over the last five years, total filings in Baltimore County rose approximately 6.2
percent, from 26 810 during Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of 28,479 filings. The
most significant increase was noted in civil case filings. During the five-year period. civil
filings increased more than 12 percent (ie.. from 14,957 in Fiscal Year 1995 to 16,764 in
Fiscal Year 1999). Categorically, an increase of more than 100 percent in general civil
cases (i.e, foreclosures, injunctions, change of name, etc.), coupled with a 5.4 percent rise
in domestic-related filings (i.e., from 7,892 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 8,316 in Fiscal Year
1999) fueled the overall increase in civil cases. During that same period, a 14.3 percent
increase in indictment and information filings (i.e.. from 3,536 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 4 041
in Fiscal Year 1999). mitigated by a 15.2 percent decrease in jury trial prayers (ie., from
2,356 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,997 in Fiscal Year 1998) contributed to the 3.3 percent rise
in total criminal case filings (i.e., from 7,225 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 7,465 in Fiscal Year
1989). Juvenile case filings was the only functional area in which a decrease was realized,
8.2 percent, from 4,628 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of 4,250 filings. An 8.2
percent reduction in delinquency filings (i.e.. from 4,015 in Fiscal Year 1995, t0 3,684 in

Fiscal Year 1999) contributed to the reported decrease.

Baltimore County ranked fourteenth in filings per judge (1,780 filings) and thirteenth
in dispositions per judge (1,655 dispositions) dunng Fiscal Year 1999. Approximately 959
hearings were conducted per judge and standing master during the same period.

Baltimore County reported the sixth longest disposition time for both civil cases (222 days)

13
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and juvenile cases (74 days). During Fiscal Year 1999. there were sixteen judges and five

standing masters assigned to Baltimore County.

Calvert County

Calvert County continues to be the fastest growing subdivision in Mary.lland« Since
the April 1990 Census, total population increased more than 49 percent or 25.328
additional residents. During Fiscal Year 1999. Catvert County ranked ninth in population

per judge (37,150 residents).

Filing activity in Calvert County rose approximately 19.3 percent over the last five
years, from 3,752 total filings dunng Fiscal Year 1995 to 4 477 dunng Fiscal Year 1999
The greatest increase occurred in civil case filings. There were 2.068 civil cases filed
during Fiscal Year 1995, compared with the Fiscal Year 1999 level of 3.066 filings. an
increase of 48.3 percent. Igniting the increase in civil filings was a 54.7 percent nse in
domestic-related filings (i.e., from 1.521 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 2.353 in Fiscal Year 1999)
Juvenile filings also increased during the five-year penod, from 592 in Fiscal Year 1995,
to 735 in Fiscal Year 1999, an increase of more than 24 percent. Contributing to the
reported increase was a 24 percent rise in delinquency filings. from 441 in Fiscal Year
1995, to 547 in Fiscal Year 1999. In contrast, a 45.3 percent decrease in indictrment and
information filings, coupled with a 34.3 percent reduction in jury tnal prayers contnbuted

to a 38.1 percent decrease in overall criminal filings.

14
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Calvert County's two judges are assisted by the equivalent of one full-time standing
master to adjudicate its caseload. During Fiscal Year 1999 Calvert County ranked second
in filings per judge (2,239 filings) and first in both hearings per judge and standing master
(2,026 hearings) and dispositions per judge (2,214 dispositions). With respect to case
disposition, Calvert County reported the seventh longest disposition time in both civil (222
days) and juvenile cases (73 days) As Calvert County's overall caseload continues to
burgeon, the court will be challenged to employ innovate methods to continue to effectively

manage it docket.

Caroline County

Population in this Eastern Shore subdivision has increased approximately 11
percent over the last ten years. from 27,035 during the Apnl 1990 Census, to the projected
July 1, 2000 population of 30,000 residents. Caroline County ranked fifteenth in population

per judge during Fiscal Year 1999 (29,800 residents).

During the last five years, Caroline County has experienced a 10.3 percent rise in
total case filings, from 1,541 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,700 filings in Fiscal Year 1999. The
only functional area in which an increase was noted during the five-year period was
juvenile case filings. There was a 117.9 percent rise in juvenile filings since Fiscal Year
1985, from 156 to the Fiscal Year 1999 level of 340 filings. A 123.4 percent rise in CINA
filings (i.e., from 47 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 105 in Fiscal Year 1999), coupled with a 115 9

percent increase in delinquency filings (i.e., from 107 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 231 in Fiscal

15
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Year 1989) contributed to the reported increase. Both civil and criminal case filings
remained relatively consistent over the five-year penod with no significant categorical

fluctuations.

Caroline County has one judge who is assisted by a part-time standing master.
Dunng Fiscal Year 1999, Caroline County ranked fifth in hearings conducted per judge and
standing master (1,819 hearings). During the same penod. Caroline County reported the

third longest criminal case disposition time (157 days).

Carroli County

One of the fastest growing areas in the State. Carroll County ranked first in
population per judge during Fiscal Year 1999 (50,967 residents). Carroll County's
projected July 1, 2000 population of 156,200 residents represents an increase of 26.6

percent over the April 1990 Census when 123,372 residents were recorded.

Over the last five years. total filings in Carroll County decreased approximately 12.9
percent, from 6,143 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of 5,350 filings. Decreases
in two of the threé functional areas contributed to the reported decrease. The only overall
increase was noted in juvenile case filings. There were 789 juvenile cases filed during
Fiscal Year 1995, compared to 887 during Fiscal Year 1999. an increase of 12.4 percent.
Fueling that increase was 90.5 percent rise in CINA filings (i.e.. from 84 in Fiscal Year

1895, to 160 in Fiscal Year 1999). In contrast, an 11.2 percent decrease in domestic filings

16
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and a 48.1 percent decline in requests for jury trials emanating from the District Court
contributed to the decreases in total civil and criminal cases, respectively. Since Fiscal
Year 1995, civil case filings decreased 24 9 percent, from 3,248 to the current level of
2,882 filings. Likewise, cnminal case filings decreased 24.9 percent, from 2,106 filings in
Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,581 filings in Fiscal Year 1999, While a decrease in total filings has
occurred over the last five years, the number of hearings conducted has increased 24 1
percent during the same period (i.e., from 5.489 during Fiscal Year 1995, to 6.813 during
Fiscal Year 1999). The greatest increase (56 percent) occurred in criminal hearings, from
1,630 in Fiscal Year 1995. to the current level of 2,542 hearings. During Fiscal Year 1999,
Carroll County ranked tenth in heanngs conducted per judge and standing master. It is
anticipated that litigation from the Springfield Hospital Center and the Division of Correction
Central Laundry Facility, along with the growing population will affect Carrol| County's

judicial workload.

Carroll County has a complement of three judges, as well as one full-time and one
part-time master to adjudicate its caseload. Dunng Fiscal Year 1999, an average of 75
days was expended from the filing of a juvenile case to its disposition. During the same

period, civil case disposition averaged 140 days.

17
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Cecil County

Cecil County is one of the fastest growing areas on the Eastern Shore with a July
1, 2000 projected populaton of 85,200 residents. Since the April 1990 Census, Cecil

County has experienced an influx of nearly 14.000 residents or a 19.4 percent increase.

An increase of 6.1 percent in total filings has occurred over the last five years. from

4,718 in Fiscal Year 1995 10 the current level of 5,008 filings. Civil case filings increased
approximately 6.3 percent from 2,586 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 2,750 in Fiscal Year 1999.
Contributing to the reportec increase was 48.1 percent nse in general civil filings. Likewise.
juvenile filings increased 15.4 percent (i.e., from 678 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 789 in Fiscal
Year 1999), fueled by an ircrease of nearly 26 percent in delinquency filings. There were
293 delinquency cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995, compared with the Fiscal Year 1999
level of 369 filings. Overal! criminal case filings remained relatively consistent over the last
five years. Categorically, indictment and information filings increased 29 .4 percent. while

jury trial prayers decreased 6.7 percent during the same penod.

Cecil County’s three judges presided over 5,502 heanngs durnng Fiscal Year 1999,
ranking third Statewide in hearings per judge and standing master (1,834 hearings).
During the same period, Cecil County expended the greatest amount of time on criminal
case disposition (184 days). Additionaily, an average of 205 days (tenth statewide) was
expended on civil case disposition, while juvenile case disposition averaged 70 days (ninth

statewide).
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Charles County

Itis projected that population in Charles County will reach 122 100 by July 1, 2000.

That figure represents a 20.7 percent increase since the 1980 Census. Charles County

ranked fourteenth statewide in population per judge (30.000 residents).

Charles County has experienced a steady increase in filings over the last five years.
Since Fiscal Year 1995, total filings have increased 19.2 percent. from 6,785 to the current
level of 8,088 filings. Contributing most significantly to the rise in filings was a 28.2 percent
increase in civil case filings. Dunng Fiscal Year 1995, 4,451 civil cases were filed,
compared with 5,704 filings during Fiscal Year 1999. A 25.2 percent rise in domestic
filings, from 3,496 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 4,377 in Fiscal Year 1995. coupled with a 77
percent increase in general civil filings, from 492 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 871 in Fiscal Year
1999, contributed to the overall increase. Juvenile case filings also increased during the
five-year period, from 816 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 969 in Fiscal Year 1999. The reported
increase in juvenile filings can be attributed to a 60.2 percent rise in CINA filings (i.e.. from
98 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 157 in Fiscal Year 1999) and a 13.8 percent increase in
delinquency filings (i.e., from 705 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 802 in Fiscal Year 1999). The
only decrease over the last five years occurred in criminal case filings. There were 1,518
criminal cases filed in Fiscal Year 1995, compared with 1,415 in Fiscal Year 1999, a
decrease of 6.8 percent. Fueling the reported decrease was a 12.1 percent reduction in
indictment and information filings, from 813 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 715 in Fiscal Year

1999.
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There are four judges and two standing masters assigned to adjudicate Charles
County's increasing caseload. Durnng Fiscal Year 1999, the judges and masters

conducted an average of 1,850 hearings each, the second highest statewide Since Fiscal

Year 1995, the number of heanngs held increased approximately 33 7 percent from 8.300

to the current total of 11.100 heanngs.

During Fiscal Year 1899. Charles County ranked seventh statewide in filings per
judge (2,022 filings) and ninth in dispositions per judge (1.787 dispositions). Criminal case
disposition averaged 154 days during Fiscal Year 1999, while civil and juvenile case

disposition averaged 187 days and 68 days, respectively.

Dorchester County
Dorchester County was the only jurisdiction on the Eastern Shore to experience a
reduction in population over the last ten years. The projected July 1. 2000 population of

29,300 residents represents a decrease of 3.1 percent during that period.

While population has deceased, filing activity over the last five years has risen
approximately 9 percent, from 1,901 in Fiscal Year 1885, to the Fiscal Year level of 2,072
filings. The reported increase can be attributed to a 23.8 percent nse in civil case filings.
There were 1,005 civil cases filed dunng Fiscal Year 1995, compared with the current level
of 1,244 filings. A 98.8 percent increase in general civil filings (i.e.. from 81 in Fiscal Year
1995, to 161 in Fiscal Year 1889). coupled with a 24 3 percent rise in domestic-related
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filings (i.e., from 802 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 997 in Fiscal Year 1999) contrbuted to the
reported increase. Approximately 60 percent of the total caseload comprised civil cases,
of which more than 80 percent involved domestic-related matters. Juvenile and criminal
case filings both decreased over the last five years by 5.3 percent and 8.5 percent,
respectively. Decreases in delinquency filings and jury trial prayers contributed to the
reported reduction in overall juvenile and criminal filings. During the five-year period, the
number of hearings conducted increased approximately 14 percent, from 2,571 in Fiscal
Year 1995, to 2,930 hearings in Fiscal Year 1999. During Fiscal Year 1889, Dorchester

County ranked fourth in hearings conducted per judge and standing master.

Over the last ten years, Dorchester County has experienced a decrease in
judgeships from 1.5 judges, to the current complement of one judge. Dorchester County
currently receives the assistance of a part-time standing master. As a one-judge
junsdiction, access to justice in Dorchester County can be affected by vacations, illnesses
and other factors beyond the court’s control (e.g., longer than expected trials,
postponements, etc.). With respect to case disposition, Dorchester County averaged 161
days for criminal case disposition (second statewide) and 76 days for juvenile case
disposition (fourth statewide) during Fiscal Year 1999. Additionally, Dorchester County
ranked sixth in filings per judge (2,072 filings) and fourth in dispositions per judge (2,050

dispositions).
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Frederick County
Frederick County is the fastest growing area in the Western region of Maryland. as
well as one of the State's fastest growing areas. By July 1. 2000. Frederick County's
population is expected to approximate 194,500 residents. That figure represents a 29 5
percent increase or 44,292 additional residents over the last ten years. Dunng Fiscal Year

1999, Frederick County ranked fifth in population per judge (47.650 residents).

Parallel to the steady nse in popuiation has been a surge in filing activity Since
Fiscal Year 1995, total filings increased 44.3 percent, from 5.356 to the current leve! of
7.727 total filings. Increases occurred in each functional area, with the greatest increase
noted in juvenile case filings. There were 911 juvenile cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995.
compared to the current level of 2,534 filings, an increase of 178.2 percent. Categoncally.
Fredenck County has realized an explosion in both delinquency filings (1.e.. from 750 in
Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,959 in Fiscal Year 1999) and CINA filings (i e.. from 122 in Fiscal
Year 1995, to 453 in Fiscal Year 1999). Not as statistically significant was the 16.9 percent
rise in civil case filings (i.e., from 3,027 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 3,539 in Fiscal Year 1999)
and the 16.6 percent increase in cnminal filings (i.e., from 1,418 in Fiscal Year 1995, to
1,654 in Fiscal Year 1999). As with many areas in the State. Frederick County has
expenenced a steady increase in judicial workload resulting from CDS violations. Within
the civil caseload, general civil filings increased 134.9 percent (i.e.. from 352 in Fiscal Year
1995, to 827 in Fiscal Year 1999), while domestic filings increased 3.3 percent (i e.. from
2,137 filings in Fiscal Year 1995, to 2,207 in Fiscal Year 1899). A 21.9 percent increase
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in requests for jury trials from the District Court contnbuted to the reported rise in criminal

case filings.

Since Fiscal Year 1995, hearings conducted in Frederick County have increased
36.4 percent (i.e., from 4,400 to 6,001 in Fiscal Year 1999). The most significant increase
was noted in juvenile hearings, from 1,991 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 3.544 in Fiscal Year

1999, an increase of 83 percent.

There are four judges and one part-time standing master assigned to adjudicate
Frederick County's increasing caseload. Frederick County ranked tenth statewide in filings
per judge (1,932 filings) during Fiscal Year 1999. An average of 232 days was expended
on civil case disposition during Fiscal Year 1999 (third statewide), while criminal case

disposition averaged 148 days (sixth statewide).

Garrett County
Situated in the westem most comer of the State, Garrett County is home to

approximately 29,200 residents. That figure represents an increase of nearty four percent

over the last ten years.

During the last five years, Garrett County’s overall caseload has remained relativety
consistent, fluctuating slightty throughout, resulting in a net decrease of 4.3 percent, from

1.152 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of 1 .103 case filings. Contributing to the
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reported decrease was a 39.4 percent reduction in cniminal case filings. from 142 in Fiscal
Year 1995, to the current level of 86 filings. That decrease can be attributed to a 50.6
percent decrease in indictment and information filings {i.e.. from 79 in Fiscal Year 1995,
to 39 in Fiscal Year 1999). Likewise. civil case filings decreased 10 percent (i e.. from 870
in Fiscal Year 1995, to 783 in Fiscal Year 1999), fueled by a 9 percent decrease In
domestic filings (i.e., from 653 in Fiscal Year 1995 to 594 in Fiscal Year 19/99); The
decreases in civil and criminal filings was mitigated by a 67.1 percent rise in juvenile filings.
There were 140 juvenile cases filed dunng Fiscal Year 1995, compared to the current level
of 234 filings. Within the juvenile case type, CINA filings increased 147 8 percent (i.e.,
from 46 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 114 in Fiscal Year 1999), while delinquency filings

increased 19.3 percent (i.e.. from 83 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 99 in Fiscal Year 1999).

Garrett County has one resident judge and one part-time standing master who
collectively presided over 1,216 heanngs during Fiscal Year 1999. That figure represents
a 51.2 percent increase over the 804 hearings held dunng Fiscal Year 1995. During Fiscal
Year 1999, Garrett County reported the fifth longest criminal disposition time statewide

(150 days).

Harford County
Harford County’s projected July 1, 2000 population of 221,200 residents represents

a 21.5 percent increase over the Apnl 1990 Census level of 182,132 residents. Harford
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County has experienced a steady influx of people, ranking seventh statewide in population

per judge (43,580 residents) during Fiscal Year 1999

Filing activity in Harford County has fluctuated over the last five years with a net
increase of approximately 2.2 percent. There were 7.300 cases filed during Fiscal Year
1995, compared with the current level of 7.464 filings. The only increase was noted in civil
case filings, from 3,983 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 4.395 in Fiscal Year 1999, an increase of
10.3 percent. Categorically, general civil filings increased 109.2 percent (i.e . from 517 in
Fiscal Year 1995, to 973 in Fiscal Year 1999), while domestic-related filings increased 4.6
percent (i.e., from 2,679 in Fiscal Year 1995 to 2,803 in Fiscal Year 1999). Duning the
same penod, cnminal case filings decreased 9.4 percent, from 2,294 in Fiscal Year 1995,
to 2,078 in Fiscal Year 1999. A 192 percent decrease was noted in indictment and
information filings (i.e., from 900 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 727 in Fiscal Year 1998), while jury
tnal prayers decreased 6.6 percent (e, from 1,242 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,160 in Fiscal
Year 1999). Likewise, Juvenile filings decreased from 1,023 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the
current level of 991 filings, a decrease of 3.1 percent. A 5.9 percent reduction in
delinquency filings, from 715 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 673 in Fiscal Year 1999, contnbuted

to the overall decrease.

Harford County’s five judges are assisted by one full-time and one part-time master.
Dunng the year, a reported 6,036 hearings were conducted. Harforg County ranked third

in juvenile case disposition (82 days) and ninth in civil case disposition (206 days). In
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addition, Harford County averaged 134 days for cnminal case disposition (twelfth

statewide).

Howard County

Howard County has experienced an influx of nearly 60.000 residents over the last
ten years. Itis projected that population in this jurisdiction will reach 247 300 by July 1.
2000. During Fiscal Year 1999, Howard County ranked third statewide in population per

judge (48,360 residents).

Since Fiscal Year 1995, total filings have decreased slightly. 1.3 percent. from 8.080
to the current level of 7,979 filings. During that period. civil case filings increased more
than 15 percent. There were 3,848 civil cases filed dunng Fiscal Year 1995, compared to
the Fiscal Year 1999 totai of 4438 filings Domestic-related filings comprised
approximately 59 percent of the civil caseload. increasing 12.5 percent over the last five
years, from 2,328 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 2,618 in Fiscal Year 1999. Throughout the five-
year period, delinquency filings continued to account for a great percentage of the juvenile
caseload. There were 978 delinquency cases filed during Fiscal Year 1999, compnsing
nearly 84 percent of all juvenile cases filed. Jury trial prayers and indictment and
information filings represented 54.3 percent (1,288 filings) and 35.1 percent (834 filings)
of the criminal caseload, respectively during the same period. Howard County ranked fifth
in civil case disposition (230 days) and eighth in juveniie case disposition (72 days) An

average of 136 days was expended in criminal case disposition (tenth statewide)
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Howard County has a complement of five judges and three standing masters tasked

with the responsibility of adjudicating its caseload.

Kent County

Maryland's least populated jurisdiction. Kent County, has a projected July 1. 2000

population of 19,100 residents, an increase of 7.1 percent over the last ten years.

Since Fiscal Year 1995, filing activity in Kent County has fluctuated with a net
increase of 5.1 percent, from 1,324 to the Fiscal Year 1399 level of 1,391 filings. During
the five-year period, civil cases increased 14.2 percent, from 967 in Fiscal Year 1995, to
the current total of 1,104 filings. Domestic-related filings increased 10.3 percent (i.e., from
832 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 918 in Fiscal Year 1999). while general civil filings rose 58.2
percent (i.e., from 67 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 106 in Fiscal Year 1999). A 21.2 percent
decrease in delinquency filings. coupled with a 68 percent decrease in CINA filings
contributed to a 27.2 percent decrease in total juvenile case filings. Likewise, a reduction
of 17 percent was noted in criminal case filings, from 265 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 220 in
Fiscal Year 1999. Contributing to that decrease was a 38 8 percent decline in the filing of

requests for jury trials from the District Court.

Kent County's single judge is assisted by a part-time standing master. During Fiscal
Year 1999, there were 1,839 hearings conducted. Kent County ranked ninth statewide in

hearings held per judge and standing master (1,533 hearings). An average of 198 days
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was expended in civil case disposition, while juveniie case disposition averaged 52 days.

Kent County ranked seventh in criminal case disposttion (141 days).

Montgomery County

The most populous jurisdiction in the State wrr a projected July 1, 2000 population
of 855,300 residents is Montgomery County. That figure represents an ifcrease of
approximately 13 percent or more than 98.000 i~habitants over the last ten years.

Montgomery County ranked second statewide in poputation per judge (49,888 residents)

Since Fiscal Year 1995, total filings increased approximately 14 5 percent, from
26,157 to the current total of 29,960 filings. During that same period. domestic-related
filings increased 24 percent, from 8,451 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 10.480 in Fiscal Year 1999.
The number of civil heanngs conducted also increased during the five-year period There
were 17,146 civil heanngs held dunng Fiscal Year 1935 compared to 18,823 during Fiscal
Year 1999, an increase of nearly 10 percent. Montgomery County ranked twelfth statewide
in heanngs per judge and standing master (1.389 heanngs). During Fiscal Year 1999,
Montgomery County reported the shortest average tme for criminal case disposition (85

days ) and the second shortest time for civil case disposition (153 days).

There are seventeen judges assigned to Montgomery County, supplemented by the
assistance of four standing masters. With the impending implementation of the new

master policy, the calendar assignments of judges, particularty family division judges, will
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be greatly impacted. Masters will no longer be able to hear certain proceedings, which will
result in an increased workload for judges. Effective management of domestic-related
cases, which by their nature are often time consuming and complex. will become

increasingly important.

Prince George's County

Located in the Seventh Judicial Circuit of Maryland. Prince George's County is one
of the most populated areas in the State. The July 1, 2000 population projection of
789,400 residents represents an increase of approximately 8.2 percent over the 1990
Census. Population per judge during Fiscal Year 1999 was 34,070, ranking eleventh

statewide.

Total filings increased slightly over the last five years, from 44,664 during Fiscal
Year 1995, to the Fiscal Year 1999 level of 44,946 filings. Civil filings comprised nearly 64
percent (28,625 filings) of the total caseload with approximately 59.2 percent (16,942
filings) of the civil cases involving domestic matters. Criminal cases accounted for 23.6
percent of the total filings. Since Fiscal Year 1995 criminal case filings rose 38.8 percent,
from 7,642 to the current level of 10 606 filings. A 104.8 percent increase in jury trial
prayers (i.e., from 2,652 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 5.430 in Fiscal Year 1999) contributed
significantly to the reported increase. Delinquency filings continue to comprise a large

percentage of the juvenile caseload, 65.7 percent (3,754 filings).
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Prince George's County has a complement of twenty-three judges and six standing
masters During Fiscal Year 1999, Prince George's County ranked ninth statewide in
filings per judge (1,954 filings) and eleventh in dispositions per judge (1.679 dispositions)
Additionally, Pnnce George's County ranked fourth in civil case disposition (232 days) and

sixth in the number of heanngs conducted per judge and standing master (1.646 heanngs).

Queen Anne's County

Queen Anne's County's population is projected to approximate 41,200 residents by
July 1, 2000, representing an influx of more than 7 000 residents or 21 3 percent over the
last ten years. During Fiscal Year 1999, Queen Anne's County ranked eighth statewide in

population per judge (40.400 residents).

Since Fiscal Year 1995, Queen Anne's County has experienced a 36 9 percent
increase in total filings, from 1,357 to the Fiscal Year 1999 level of 1.858 filings. Increases
in both civil and juvenile filings contributed to the overali increase  There were 1.377 civil
cases filed during Fiscal Year 1989, an increase of 43 6 percent over the 959 cases filed
during Fiscal Year 1995. The reported increase can be attributed to a 63.8 percent rise
in domestic-related filings (i.e., from 567 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 929 in Fiscal Year 1999)
Likewise, juvenile filings increased 42.3 percent, from 227 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the
current level of 323 filings. Increases were noted in both delinquency (i.e.. from 212 in
Fiscal Year 1935, to 255 in Fiscal Year 1999) and CINA (i.e.. from nine in Fiscal Year

1995, to 50 in Fiscal Year 1999) filings. A 23.1 percent reduction In jury tnal prayers
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contributed to the 7.6 percent decrease noted in criminal case filings over the last five

years (ie. from 171 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 158 in Fiscal Year 1899).

Queen Anne'’s County has one judge assigned to adjudicate its growing caseload.
During Fiscal Year 1999, this jurisdiction ranked seventh statewide in hearings conducted

per judge and standing master (1.639 hearings).

St. Mary's County
Located on the southern tip of Maryland, St. Mary’s County's population is projected
to approach 90,900 residents by July 1, 2000. That figure represents an increase of 19.6

percent over the 1990 level of 75.974 residents.

In addition to experiencing an increase in Population, St. Mary’s County also has
realized an escalation in filing activity. There were 4,556 total cases filed during Fiscal
Year 1999. an increase of 11.2 percent over the Fiscal Year 1995 level of 4,097 filings.
Increases were noted in both civil and Juvenile case filings. There was a 24.4 percent
increase in civil case filings, from 2,577 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 3,205 in Fiscal Year 1999,
Contributing to that increase was a 29 percent nse in domestic-related filings, from 1,977
in Fiscal Year 1995, to the current total of 2,550 filings. Likewise. juvenile case filings
increased 43.2 percent, from 495 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 709 in Fiscal Year 1999,
Delinquency filings rose 49.6 percent over the last five years (i.e.. from 387 in Fiscal Year

1985, to 579 in Fiscal Year 1998). The only decrease occurred in criminal case filings.
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There were 642 criminal cases filed durning Fiscal Year 1999, a decrease of 37 4 percent
from the 1,025 cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995 Indictment and information filings
decreased 39.1 percent (i e., from 379 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 231 1n Fiscal Year 199G).
while jury trial prayers decreased 36.1 percent (i.e., from 617 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 394

in Fiscal Year 1999), contributing to the reported decrease in criminal filings.

During Fiscal Year 1999. St. Mary's County conducted 5,321 hearings. an increase
of 22.9 percent over the 4,328 hearings conducted during Fiscal Year 1995 St. Mary's

County has three judges and one full-time standing master.

Somerset County

Somerset County has a projected July 1, 2000 population of 24 600 residents. an

increase of 4.9 percent over the last ten years.

Over the last five years. total filings in Somerset County increased 7 6 percent. from
2,051 in Fiscal Year 1995, to the current level of 2,207 filings. Dunng that same penod,
civil filings increased 5.8 percent (i.e., from 1,303 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 1,378 in Fiscal
Year 1999), while juvenile case filings rose 43.2 percent (1.e., from 220 in Fiscal Year 1995,
to 315 in Fiscal Year 1999), contributing to the overall increase. Domestic case filings
increased 3.6 percent, from 1,074 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 1,113 in Fiscal Year 1999.
Likewise, a 69.6 percent increase in delinquency filings (i.e., from 102 in Fiscal Year 1995.

to 173 in Fiscal Year 1999) contributed to the reported increase in overall juvenile fiings.
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Somerset County's civil docket has been impacted by increased litigation from inmates in
the Eastern Correctional Institution. Criminal filings were consistent over the last five years

(i.e, from 528 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 514 in Fiscal Year 1999).

There is one judge and one part-time standing master assigned to Somerset
County. During Fiscal Year 1999, Somerset County ranked eighth in hearings conducted
per judge and standing master (1.586 hearings). In addition. Somerset County ranked third
in filings per judge (2,207 filings) and second in dispositions per judge (2,172 dispositions).
At the present rate, Somerset County will require additional judicial assistance to effectively

manage its caseload.

Talbot County

Talbot County is in the Second Judicial Circuit of Maryland. Iits projected July 1,
2000 population of 33.500 residents represents an increase of 9. 7 percent over the 1990

Census level of 30,5489 residents.

Since Fiscal Year 1995, total filings in Talbot County have increased 9 percent. from
1,810 to the current total of 1,973 filings. Civil and juvenile filings both increased during
the five-year period. There were 1,224 civil filings reported during Fiscal Year 1999, an
increase of 12 percent over the 1,093 filings reported durning Fiscal Year 1995. Domestic-
related filings increased nearly 15 percent over the last five years (i.e., from 807 in Fiscal

Year 1995, to 925 in Fiscal Year 1999). The civil caseload was comprised primarnly of
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domestic-related matters (75.6 percent) during Fiscal Year 1999. Likewise. domestic-
related filings accounted for approximately 46.9 percent of the total cases reported
Juvenile case filings have increased 15.7 percent since Fiscal Year 1995 from 300 to the
Fiscal Year 1999 total of 347 filings The reported increase can be attnbuted to a 17 3
percent rise in delinquency filings (i.e., from 226 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 265 in Fiscal Year
1999). A 16.7 percent decrease in indictment and information filings (1 e . from 245 in
Fiscal Year 1995, to 204 in Fiscal Year 1999), mitigated by a 17.1 percent increase in jury
trial prayers (i.e., from 105 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 123 in Fiscal Year 1999) contributed to
the 3.6 percent reduction in total criminal filings over the last five years. There were 417
criminal cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995, compared with the Fiscal Year 1999 total of

402 filings.

The one judge assigned to Talbot County has the assistance of a part-time standing
master. There were 1,679 hearings conducted in Talbot County during Fiscal Year 1999
Talbot County ranked eighth in both filings (1,973 filings) and dispositions (1 883
dispositions) per judge during Fiscal Year 1999. In disposing its caseload. an average of
201 days was expended in civil case disposition, 130 days in criminal case disposition and

22 days in juvenile case disposition.

Washington County

Washington County is expected to be home to approximately 127.800 residents by

July 1, 2000. Since the 1890 Census, population has increased 5.3 percent. During Fiscal
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Year 1999, Washington County ranked thirteenth in population per judge (31,800

residents).

Washington County has experienced a steadily increasing caseload over the last
five years. Since Fiscal Year 1995 total filings have increased approximately 35 7 percent,
from 6,374 to the Fiscal Year 1999 leve| of 8,647 filings. Increases were noted in each
functional area with the greatest increase occurring in civil case filings. There were 3.515
civil cases filed during Fiscal Year 1995 compared to the current level of 5 064 filings. an
increase of 44.1 percent. Propelling the reported increase was a 51.4 percent rise in
domestic-related filings. from 2,562 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 3,880 in Fiscal Year 1999
Juvenile case filings followed. increasing 39.3 percent, from 778 in Fiscal Year 1995 to the
current level of 1.084 filings. Categorically, CINA filings increased 65 .8 percent (i.e., from
351 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 587 in Fiscal Year 1999), while delinquency filings rose 9.1
percent (i.e., from 406 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 443 in Fiscal Year 1899). Criminal filing
activity rose 20.1 percent duning the last five years. There were 2,081 criminal cases filed
dunng Fiscal Year 1995, compared to 2,499 filings during Fiscal Year 1989. Fueling the
increase was a 31.6 percent rise in indictment and information filings, from 594 in Fiscal
Year 1995, to 782 in Fiscal Year 1999, Cases arising from CDS violations has saturated
the cnminal docket over the past several years. Washington County has been identified

by law enforcement officials as a distribution point for drug activity.
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During the five-year period, an increase in heanngs has been noted as well. There

were 6.896 hearings conducted dunng Fiscal Year 1999, an increase of 25.9 percent over

the 5.479 hearings conducted dunng Fiscal Year 1995. An average of 1.378 hearings

were conducted per judge and standing master during Fiscal Year 1999, ranking thirteenth
statewide. Additionally, Washington County ranked fourth in filings per judge (2,162 filings)
and third in dispositions per judge (2,163 dispositions). Despite the steadily increasing
caseload, Washington County has managed to dispose its caseload expeditiously. An
average of 177 days was expended on civil case disposition (nineteenth), 120 days on

criminal case disposition (sixteenth) and 65 days on juvenile case disposition (thirteenth).

There are four judges and one standing master assigned to adjudicate Washington

County's increasing caseload.

Wicomico County
Wicomico County is located in the First Judicial Circuit of Maryland. It is projected
that its population will approximate 80,100 by July 1, 2000. That figure represents an

increase of 7.7 percent over the 1990 total of 74,339 residents.

Wicomico County has experienced an increase of 24.6 percent in total filings since
Fiscal Year 1995. There were 3,924 filings reported dunng Fiscal Year 1995, compared
to the Fiscal Year 1999 total of 4,891 filings. Increases were noted in each functional area
with the greatest numencal increase occurmng in criminal filings. There were 2,008 criminal
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cases filed during Fiscal Year 1999, an increase of 38.4 percent over the Fiscal Year 1995
level of 1,451 filings. Juvenile filings followed. increasing 55.4 percent, from 332 in Fiscal
Year 1995, to 516 in Fiscal Year 1999. A 106 percent nse in civil case filings was reported
during the same period (i.e., from 2.141 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 2,367 in Fiscal Year 1999).
Contributing to the overall increase in filings was a 56 .8 percent rise in jury trial prayers
(i.e., from 680 in Fiscal Year 1995 to 1066 in Fiscal Year 1999) and a 329 percent
increase in delinquency filings (i.e., from 277 in Fiscal Year 1995, to 368 in Fiscal Year
1999). Also increasing were indictment and information filings (14.1 percent), domestic-

related filings (6.3 percent) and CINA filings (154.7 percent).

Wicomico County’s caseload is adjudicated by its three judges who receive
assistance from a pant-ime master. During Fiscal Year 1999, Wicomico County filed 1,630
filings per judge. while disposing 1,439 cases per judge. Additionally, approximately 1,259
heanngs were conducted per judge and standing master. With respect to case disposition
time, civil cases averaged 180 days, while criminal and juvenile cases averaged 106 days

and 51 days, respectively.

Worcester County

Worcester County is the fastest growing subdivision on the Eastern Shore with a
projected July 1, 2000 population of 44.600 residents, an increase of more than 27 percent

since the 1990 Census.
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Since Fiscal Year 1995, total filings in Worcester County have increased
approximately 17.8 percent, from 3,203 to the Fiscal Year 1999 total of 3.772 filings  Civil
and criminal filings both increased dunng the five-year period, contributing to the overall
increase. A 19.3 percent increase was reported in civil filings, from 1,826 in Fiscal Year
1985, 10 2,179 in Fiscal Year 1999. Contributing to the increase was an 18 8 percent rise
in domestic-related filings (1.e from 1.008 in Fiscal Year 1995 to 1.197 in Fiscal Year
1999). Crminal case filings rose 26.6 percent dunng the same period. from 1,008 in Fiscal
Year 1995, to the current level of 1,276 filings. Fueling the reported increase was a 33 8
percent rise in jury trial prayers emanating from the District Court (1e , from 705 in Fiscal
Year 1995, to 943 in Fiscal Year 1999), coupled with a 10 5 percent increase in indictment
and information filings (1.e., from 247 in Fiscal Year 1995. to 273 in Fiscal Year 1999) A
16.5 percent reduction in delinquency filings contributed to the reported 14.1 percent

decrease In total juvenile filings.

The two judges and one part-time standing master assigned to Worcester County
presided over 2,366 hearings during Fiscal Year 1999. Over the last five years, hearings
increased 45.5 percent, from 1,626 in Fiscal Year 1995. Worcester County ranked

eleventh statewide in filings per judge dunng Fiscal Year 1999 (1,886 filings)
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TABLE |

STATEWIDE CIRCUTT COURT FILINGS BY CAsE TYyrr

FISCAL YEARS 1988 THROUGH 1999
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Filings
(% of

Change)

FY 98

Filings

(% of
Change)

FY 99

Filings

(% of
Change)

Criminal

L]
Juvemle

Tonal

112,645

6.08%

57,923

4 B4%

312,806

1.13%

203 374

4 (*)Dll

116,009

2.99%

61,330
5.88%

31,629

2.51%

211,058

3178%

128.893 137,077 149,229 158,185

n.i% 6.38% R ¥7% 6.00%

69,451 74.062

14.93% 6.64%

32,716 37,660

-10.61% 12 89%

225919 239,244 256,651 265,081

7.04% 5. 9% 7. 28% 1 852%

157,005

0. 75%

68,927
1. 30%

264,626

-0.40%

147,784

S8T%

68,672

‘) ‘7("

254 708

3. 75%

157,743

6.74"%

69,753

1.57%

13 UNY

A5 Y%

201 484

2.66%

157.899

00%

69,121

0.9N%

36, M

K.28%

261 821

().89%

160,174
1.44%

71,770
3183%

270,037
2.36%

167,265

4 .43%

22
0.49%

19,081

2.59%

278 469

3 12%

L . . 5 . . . . . . .
Excludes juvenile causes in Montgomery County which is the gurisdicnon ol the District Court

2-Y 1Lqiyx3
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Exhibit A-2
PROJECTIONS OF CIRCUTT COURT FILINGS FOR
EACH JURISDICTION IN MARYLAND THROUGH 2001

_ Projected’
@revivdurisdiction FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 199~ FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000  FY 2003

&t Circui 9.190 10882 11296 1109 11079 12,008 12515 13312 12942 1338 14 s

Borchester 1674 2218 2068 2044 1o 1928 1.88%] 2396 2072 23t 21K
amerset 1579 L1784 2046 2026 I4S] 2978 2312 2248 2207 24 T s0m

b comico 3577 38%4 3986 3936 3824 4537 49:f 1778 1891 148 $32

B oreester 2360 3026 3% 3090 3303 3369 1S 3890 37T 3 owe 1ige
& ond Circuit 9721 10442 10013 10041 10750 11400 11331 11750 11930 12.063 1266
Baroiine 1401 1325 140 1302 1,343 1678 137 I 692 1o s P mys
49T 4633 4413 4338 4% 1083 44t 17RO 084S < -

Her: 966 1437 117y 1392 1321 1432 1548 1463 1.39] 13n L e
-:E_ﬁ:‘. Anne’s 1.A4R 1.342 1.588 1.331 R 1.686 [ IR PNSR PONXD Cwdl
'mx 1.703 1705 1601 1 668 LR 162 s Y SECRE R Pt
Circuit 31995 33492 32815 3353° 34110 34895 35491 38632 18943 36632 17 0%

2.366 2.576 2793 3.224 2,684 3.230 3452 IR0 1440 3846 Sy

1.090 1.131 1.099 1.150 1132 1.168 116G 1217 L1003 13602 1160k
‘ ashington 5189 5.643 5205 6.170 6.374 6.863 T.led 8333 ¥.od” LI 2%
1 ircuit 38.995 40,074 39866 39.671 38276 38146 35092 34440 34.734 33947 13198
I' ine Arundel 26.633 26,798 26250  26.362 24033 23662 21187 20,274 21468 f9n2= TR
7":‘0%1 478 5.581 6.236 6.296 6145 637 .57 3896 %0 FRYT TNl

".584 7,695 °.380 7.013 8.080 8.547 Y 8270 979 8.484 g.Alu

8
30577 38959 43480 40246 31513 33,753 35338 35208 37687 3TAQ 18847

5.281 5.289 3133 5219 33% 5749 6.5371 6828 cooe 6.843 T

25296 33670 38325 35027 26157 28004 2896 28.380 29.960 30.088 31486

_ S0.M28 52,777 51999 S5213 59298 60081 61,192 61681  62.067 62974  63.690
BWhen 2868 2904 2807  2.80] 3,752 4450 4.598 1686 4377 41898 Soe”

$orics 4934 5539 5456 5712 6785 6902 T340 644 8088  83%% 8591
Bioce George's 39.037  40.082 39748 42721 44664 44024 34061 44239 44046 dies] 1i-is

Man's 3.889 4252 3.988 3.979 1.09° 4.705 5.095 082 1.3%6 S6Te 3214
b Circuit 59393  60.675 67.113 64278 59476 59,942  61.14S 64,648 69976  66.126 66.7%9
ore City 59.393 60.675 67113 6427 39476 59942 61.142 64,648 69.976 66,126 6o, 729
TEWIDE 239244 256,651 265.681 264.626 234,708 261.484 263.821 270.037 278.469 276.829  280.]"]

Y zars 2000 and 2001 prorections are based on a linear regression method of forecasting utihizing azi: from Fiscal Year 1991 hrougn Fras Year
Rsances. data may be deleted because it may skew projections

Juvenile cases heard in Montgomery County.




FILING TO DISPOSITION OF CASES TERMINATED
In FISCAL 1996, 1997, 1998 AND 1999

All Criminai Cases Excluding Cases Over 360 Days*

Y 97 FY 98 FY 99

First Circuit
Dorchester
Somerset
Wicomico
Worcester

Second Circuit

Queen Anne's
Talbot

Third Circuit
Baltimore
Harford

Fourth Circuit
Allegam
Garrent
Washington

Fifth Circuit
Anne Arundel
Carrol!
Howard

Sixth Circuit
Fredenick
Montgomery

Seventh Circuit
Calvert
Charles
Prince George's
St Manv's

Eighth Circuit

Baltimore Cin 143

Statewide 147 116 114

* This column provides a more accurate estimate of average case nme by excluding older cases which may have
failed 1o be reported statistically as closed.




TABLE 3 (CONT'D.) Exhibit A-2

FILING TO DISPOSITION OF CASES TERMINATED
I FISCAL 1996, 1997, 1998 AND 1999

Al Civil Cases Excluding Cases Over 721 Days*
FY %6 Y 9" FY 98 FY 99 FY 96 FY97 FY98 FY 9

First Circuit

Dorchester 237 260 257 280 183 Rt 190 182

Somerset 173 141 14" 154 123 is 113 132

Wicomico 220 173 303 232 137 {40 174 180

Worcester 198 306 2ie 239 164 ja2 178 Jod
Second Circuit

Carotine 340 419 R 238 186 [ 184 184

Cecil 278 233 293 242 176 HI 191 203

Kent 216 230 20y 238 171 P2 191 198

Queen Anne's 1694 17T inY 176 16Y int 164 154

Talbot 22 213 R 246 [ H 187 20l
Third Circuit

Baltimore 258 266 34 476 184 19° 206 222

Harford 244 256 363 491 162 1335 238 206
Fourth Circuit

Allegany 29] 267 183 193 iy I25 171 184

Garren 08 228 260 229 183 19 198 186

Washington 233 216 P98 203 161 154 151 ="
Fifth Circuit

Anne Arundel 333 H3 338 372 22" 238 247 46

Carroll 238 62 236 303 176 182 188 21

Howard 314 297 303 319 233 220 237 230
Sixth Circuit

Fredenick 263 422 426 292 170 229 210 232

Montgomery 135 g ) 116 139 114 1= 103 153
Seventh Circuit

Calvert 300 234 240 364 224 200 204 222

Charles 367 250 N 286 177 181 192 187

Prince George's 349 341 340 325 199 223 248 232

St Man's 430 259 232 308 209 196 186 196
Eighth Circuit

Baltimore Cin 308 377 ~21 473 262 272 282 276
Statewide 284 308 338 338 180 202 209 214

* This column provides a more accurate estimaie of average case time by excluding o 227 cases which mas have

failed 1o be reported statistically as closed.




Tasit 3(CoNYDY Etxhibit A-¢
FILING TO DISPOSITION OF CASES TERMINATED

™ FIsCaL 1996, 1997, 1998 anD 1999

All Juvenile Cases Excluding Cases Over 271 Days*
FY9% FY97T FYO98 Fy99 FY 96 FY 9~ FY 98 FY 99

First Circuit

Dorchester 17 82 63 -9 47 3 N "6
Somerset 16 47 28 e o 19 23 (i

Wicomico 70 46 g3 ! 30 43 Y] 3

Warcester 47 R o 90 13 N w2 k 16
Second Circuit

Caroline 288 ) o 21 IS Hal 24 21
Cecil 107 250 103 96 T4 nE hY T

Kent 36 = o 82 3n A &7 s2

Queen Anne's b 53 48 83 I3 2 48 s=

Talbot 130 36 20 22 T4 I8 2u 22
Third Circuit

Balumore 82 "0 8 113 62 B4 “8 !

Harford 101 83 92 86 9e) R0 81 §0
Fourth Circuit

Allegany 72 9= Tu -4 oo Y n T

Garrett 39 43 34 h 4= 43 1y 1-

Washington -0 “8 =4 Hal 6 nd 64 N
Fifth Circuit

Anne Arundel 94 4 83 - AN e A6 a3

Carroll G0 A 90 &%) - -] -, -3

Howard 103 144 104 12° “4 ~4 "R Tz
Sixth Circuit

Frederick 90 79 62 60 86 73 39 58

Montgomery 125 156 142 151 98 94 94 10}
Seventh Circuit

Calvent 119 143 91 %6 100 "4 82 "3

Charles 78 ) =T 84 =7 T3 74 68

Prince George's 122 84 jas 124 “1 n 6" 64

St Man's 204 503 “1 BU ~8 h 60 69
Eighth Circuit

Baltimore City** 25 19 26 201 11 11 9 84
Statewide 84 79 -s 130 59 £3 58 78
*This column provides a more accurate estimitz of avzrage case ume by exciuding =.der cases which
may have failed to be reported statisucally as closed.

**Baiumore City expenenced a reperting problem with juvenile elapsed time. how zvz2r. the problem

has now been corrected.




TaBLES

MARYLAND POPULATION CRANGE BETWEEN 1980 AND 1990 CENSULS
AND POPULATION PROJSECTIONS THROUGH JULY 1, 2000

Actual Populatioa Actusl Annusl Populatioa Projections Projected

o e . . Rate Annua! Rate
Circuit/Jurisdiction  April 1, 1980 April 1. 1990 of Change July 1, 1990 July 1, 2000 of Change

First Circuit 145240 163.043 1.23 163.590 178.600 0.92
Dorchester 30.623 30.23% 0013 30.260 295300 NTlh)
Somersel 19.188 O 2n 23.330 23600 033
Wicomico 64540 152 T4610 801100

133 35190 14 600

Second Circuit 151380 . 1.94 181.390 209.000

: H

1

W orcester 30.88v

_wroline 23143 n& R Bt oo

Ceail 60.430 81 LGy 85200

aznt 16,603 N et 17840 L9100

c.een Anne’s AR KRN RF it 41200

~1ibot 25,604 RO 193 30.670 33.300
Thrd Circuit 801.845 876,080 947,000

Bsiumore 03inls hyl 14 693 030 T23.800

+arford 145,933 : 83020 il B3 TH
Fourth Circuit 221132 R 224540 227100

Aliegany 8i).548 ( “4.780 To100

Garrett 27.498 28.160 26,200

Washington 113.086 121.600 127.800
Fifth Circuit £85.703 . 741,770 889.900

Anne Arundel 370.77% . 428.640 186.400

Carroll 96,336 AT 124.060 136,200

Howard 118.572 187 32% 286 189.070 237300
Sizth Circuit 693.84% 90" 222 . 912.640 1.049.800

Fraderick 114792 |30 20k : 131140 L9 AN

Montgomery 379053 IR 3197 51500 LRRSRLVY
Seventh Circuit 832358 95~ 768 1.51 960.870 1.0°9.100

Calvert 34,638 LTI 482 -1 TATO0

Crarles BT Pl iie 390 101,854 22100

Prince George's 665.071 “16.26d 09° T30.8%0 “86,404

St Man's 39,895 TEeTL 268 "6.390 ¥0.906 190
Eighth Circuit 786.77% “36.014 -0.65 734,750 619.600 -1.87

Baumore Citv 786,773 36014 -0.63 754,750 5 19.600 -1.37
Statewide 4217978 4.781.468 134 4.795.600 £.200.100 0.84
SOURCES: Bureau of the Census, and Marvland Population Report July 1. 1997, and Projections to 2002. Department
of Health and Mental Hygiene. Center for Health Staristics.

Change in population from one vear to the next is dependent upon two factors -- natural increase and net migration
Nawral increase is the excess of births over deaths. Net migration is the difference between the number of peopie moving
into an area and the number moving out. For further information. see source documents above.




TABLE S Ixhipit A-2

CIVIL, CRIMINAL AND JUVENILE HEARINGS
FISCAL YEAR 1999

Hearings Conducted

Per Judge and
Jurisdiction Criminal Juveniie Standing Master

irst Circuit
orchester County L8310 4
1386 1 8)
2360
Q46(21)

omerset County

ot ot

F o

‘icomico County

L) o0 L) L

‘orcester County

ta

econd Circuit
aroline County

ecil County

ent County

ueen Anne's Counn
albot Countv

hird Circuit
altimore County 3 . 939 (20)
arford County 3 03 Q13 (1)

Fourth Circuit
Hlegany County . : 126 019)
arrett County . 869(23)
ashington Counn . 379413

é ifth Circuit
Anne Arundel Counn . 5 . i73 478 (11
L arroll County .73 2.5 . S1400)

I

Howard County 1.15 . . 2624

s

.

ixth Circuit
rederick County . . 1.364 (14)
ontgomery County . 1.389(12)

9 enth Circuit

f alvert County . . 2.0264 1)

S harles County . i 1.850(2)
‘;4

ce George's County . 1.636 1 6)
. Manv's County . . 133015

: ighth Circuit
Baltimore City 5.106
H3otal - Statewide 93.424

Xcludes Juvenile hearings in Montgomens County.




TABLE®

COMPARATIVE WORKLOAD MEASURES PER CIRCUTT COURT JUDGE
(FISCAL YEAR 1999)

Jarisdiction ($3] ) 3 4 5
(Number of Pending Cases Dispositions
Judges)* Per Judge Per Judge

(Rank) (Rank)

Popuhtiog Per \nornc_\:.ludgc(
Judge Ratio

{Rank) (Rank)

Filings Per Judge
(Rank)

First Circuit
Dorchester (1)
Somerset (1)
Wicomico 3}
Worcester €2)
econd Circui
Caroiine 1)
Cecilth
Kent (1)

Queen Anne's (1)
Talbot (1)

Third Circuit
Baltimore (16)
Harford (3)

Fourth Circuit
Allegany (2)
Garrett (1)
Washington (4)

Fifth Circuit
Anne Arundel (10)
Carroll (3)
Howarg (5)

Sixth Circuit
Fredenck t4)
Momgomer}d (17}

Seventh Circuit
Calvert (2)
Charles (4)
Prince George's (23)
St Man s (3)

Eighth Circuit

Baltimore Cinv (30}

2072060
22070 5
1.630 +19}
1.886 . 1h

1700 ]
1.669 .
1.391
1.858
1.973

1.780:
1.463.

1.720
1.103
2.162

2.141
1.783
1.566

1.932
1.762 .

2239
2.022
1954 &
1.319. 21

1

L7213
1.090 115
9324417
1625 (1

143818
1.382¢12:
67425,
498 (24
6942

1099 1,
.

[.823 ¢ 6

836 i
BE RN g
1,156 ¢ 14

3136 ¢ 2
1.652 ¢ 8
16261 G

1.039 (16
1.8 1 7
22080, 8

6221,

20801 9
210Dy
143918
14971

RSERRI
LRI
AL URRS

N e
o8

o
w2
2163 X

1.980 5y
[IKE- R KON
L2201,

40620
PIS% 14y

2240
1.797
a7

133018

1884 T

20400417,
2440021
26567120,

JLR30422

JG R G F
RN RRERR
ST TR R]
4 Ao 0N
112 ;=

RRIRIEI

132840~
4338607
IPRR0G

25200018
31900 ¢ 15

481201 4
UL JRES
48360 -

$7 630 F
49888 2

A% 9

3
EIRRE S AN
AT

26787 (1

21000 .23

019,

14

ey

Statewide (143)

94"

6853 ¢ 1:
+ 01~
2

.93

1.711

36.138

*The number of judges used in developing the rankings in this chan is based on the number authorized i Fisca Year 10000143

statewide).

bPopulan’on estimate for July 1. 1999. issued by the Man land Center for Health Staustics

cAnomc_\ statistics obtained from the Administrator of the Clients' Securinn Trust Fund as of September 30. 1999 Out-of-state

attorney's are not included in these ratios

d . . . . -
Excludes juvenile cases in Montgomen County which is the 'unsdiction of the Distnct Coun




Exhibit A-2

TABLE?

COMPARED RANKING OF VARIOUS FACTORS AFFECTING JUDGESHIP ALLOCATION

Ranking of Performance Factors
Ranking of {Inverted Ranking Used"
Predictive Factors to Show Longest Times)

Pending Time; Time Time.
Filings Population Cases Attorneys Civil Criminal Juvenile

First Circuit
Dorchester 17 13 18 182017
somerset 21 13 4 13224
Wicomico 20 17 14 PR 181
W orcester 22 10 12 led 20

Second Circuit
Caroline 7 15 11 16d 21
Cecil 19 12 03
Kent 24 23 9%
Queen Anne's 8 24 24,22

Talbot 12 20 20t

Third Circuit
Baitimore 22216
Harford 206 ¢ 9y 134012

Fourth Circuit

Allegany 1841163 13640 9y
Garrett 186 : 1%, P &
W ashington 119 316

Fifth Circuit
Anne Arundel 3 125

Carroll 3 ! 14 8,
Howard 20 {3010y

Sixth Circuit
Fredenck 23205 t48 A
Montgomery 3 85124}

Seventh Circuit

Calvent 2 9 13 2224 12814 IR T
Charles 14 ) 16 18714y 1340 4 n8itl:
Prince George's 11 11 2320 h P13 ¢17s Al
St. Manv's 16 21 196 + 131 18 (200 A9 TT

Eighth Circuit
Baltimore City 1 23 4 276 1y 122415 84: 2y

*Lower number indicates greater need for judgeship. For example, a number one ranking of a predictive factor would
indicate a higher amount of volume. whereas. a number one ranking of a performance factor would indicate a slower
ability 10 handie workload.




COLLECTIVE RANKING OF JURISDICTIONS
BY BOTH PREDICTIVE AND PERFORMANCE FACTORS* *

(FISCAL 1999)

Exhibit A-2

Summary of Predictive Factors

by Jurisdiction*

Summanry of
Performance Factors
by Jurisdiction”

. Anne Arundel County

. Baltimore Cinn

. Fredenck County

. Baltimore County

3. Prince George's County

Calvert County

. Carroil County

. Charles County

. Washington County

. Dorchester County

. Talbot County

. Howard County

. Somerset County

. Montgomeny County
. Worcester County

. Harford County

. Queen Anne’s County
. Alleganv County

. Caroline County

20. Cecil County

. Wicomico County
. St. Mary’s County
. Garrett County

. Kent County

(16.25)
(1773
(19.7%)
(20.3)
(207%)
(21.0)
(21.0)

. Baltimore Cin

Cecil Counr.

Carroll Counn
Howard Cournn
Dorchester Counn
Harford Counn
Frederick Counny
Anne Arunde! Counn
Charles Counn

Calvert Counn

. Baltimore County
. Prince George's County
. Allegany Counn

14, Kent Counn

Garrett Counn

. St Man s County

Talbot Counn
Caroline Counn

Montgomers County

. Washington County

. Wicomico County

. Worcester County

. Queen Anne’'s County

. Somerset Count

{

{

}

7}
(20.0
(207

(22.0)

*(Collective ranking determined by assigning a weight

of three to filing per judge. a weight of one to population
per judge. a weight of two to pending cases per judge. and a
weight of one to the ratio of attorney's to judges.

*Collective ranking determined by assigning a
weight of one to the filing to disposition times
for criminal. civid. and juvenile cases. Inverted
ranking to show longest times.

=] ower number indicates greater need for judgeship: for example. a number one ranking of a predictive factor
would indicate a higher amount of volume whereas a number one ranking of a performance factor would
indicate a slower ability to handle workload. If a junsdiction s listed near the top o7 both hists. then this shows
that a relatively strong need exists for a judge based on the vanables considered.




TaBLES L
Exhibit A-2
PROJECTED NUMBER OF ESTIMATED NEED FOR ADDITIONAL JUDICIAL OFFICERS
IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

Average Projected Additional
Adjusted No. of Filings Per Judicial
Projected Number Judge sad Standing Resources
Filings No. of No. of Sunei:g Judicial Master Needed .
2001 Judges Masters Resources 2001 by Standard

first Circuit

EDorchessr R 1.0 06 16
Somerss . 1.0 04 14
Wicomied . 30 (A 9
EW orcesizr . 20 (U 5
fCircuit Total ".0 24

econd Circunt

L Carolin2 10

fCocil 30

EA2nt

Quecn iTnes 10

Talbot

ECircuit Total 22 7.0

Fhird Curcuit

EBalumaorz

Harfcrd

ECircuit Total

Fourth Circuit

f Allegan:

p Garrent

Washinzmon

Circuit Total

Fifth Circuit

f Anne Arndel

§ Carrol]

| Howard

 Circuit Total

Bixth Circait

,Fredencx

A Montgomien
E Circunt Total
peventh Circuit

C alvent

j Charles

f Prince Georee's

k< Man s

Circuit Total
ighth Circuit

| Balumore City

Circuit Total




Tabie 9 foolnoles

Exhipit A-2

*Circuit courts in Harford and Montgomeny Counties hear matters tha would ordinarily be heard by the Orphans' Court. Beginning u 3

Fiscal Year 1998. the Orphans’ Court statistics for Montgomery Counts were included with the civil figures. Approximately 30 g,
filings were added 10 Harford County's projection for Fiscal Year 2001 .

®Full-time and pan-time Juvenile and domestic masters are included m this column but not masters who are compensated on a fee by,
They are calculated as a percentage of a judicial officer because of 1e number of filings handled vearly by these individuals,

This column does not reflect the use of retired judges recalled to service because of unfilled Judicial vacancies and ilinesses of ac'-.. :
Judges. In Fiscal Year 1999 a total of 1.522 judge day s (including seziement conferences) were provided by retired circuit court jug;-,

Although efforts have been made to establish a weighted caseload starstical svstem. it has not been practicable to do so effectiv: .
Obviously. in terms of time and complexity. some cases are man) "Thes more demanding than others. While each circuit court tenz:
have its share of these more difficult cases. some courts have experierced these cases in very substantial numbers: e.2.. asbestos litigz::
which is handled primarily in Baltimore Citv for the entire state (approximately 12.000 pending cases. including a consolidated com=
issues case involving 2.000 piaintitfs: and lead paint cases. The trial ;¥ these cases takes in the extreme sometimes 8-12 weeks or lon.x
The same rationa:e is applicable in death penalny cases. ’

Increases in the number of projected filings is due in large part to e influx of criminal cases transferred to the circuit courts from = §

District Court where the defendant 15 entitled 1o and demands a jur Tz Less than 2 percent of these cases (tota! filings of 23 (6t -

Fiscal Year 1999 actually results in juny trials: most are disposed of = piza negotiation between the prosecution and defense rather -:- ;
by acrual mal '

‘The scale utilized for this column in Fiscal Year 2001 is as follows 1200 filings - 1 to 8 judicial officers and 1300 filings - 9 or mo:: ]
judges and standing masters.




Exhibit A-3

Comments of Circuit Administrative Judge
First Judicial Circurt




Exhipit A-3

The Circuit Court for Somerset € oumty

FIRSY JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF MARYLAND

¥ DN
BANIEL oNG 50 BOX 279 TELEPHCNE

. 4:0 651 €37
PRINCESS ANNE. MARYLAND 21853-0278

N §TEAT L L LDGE

QOciober 23 1999

GCCOLina
State Court Admunisater
vstrain e Office of the Courns
" Rowe Boulevard
:oos Mandand 213011699

Re Judgeship Needs
First Judwc:al Circunt

Dear Frank.

This letter. in response (o the Memorandum from Chief Judge Robert M. Be!! dated October 18. 1999,
r2gaesis consideration for one additional judge for the First Judicial Circuit. The most recent “Suanstica. Need
Azaivsis for New Judgeships i the Circuit Courts” confirms that we are short 4 7 udges by sandard™ and 2

1

c-d.al efficers by standard” i one includes our standing masters

in the past. Dorchester and Wicomico Counties shared a judge and the experises for that judge Because of
Zz number of pending cases in Wicomico Counny . including a large number of medical malpracnce cases. we have
: 3 Wicomico judge 1o Dorchester for several months Consegquently, one 'udgz and a part-time masier now
orsnester ondy.

If Chief Judge Bell werz to approve an addiiional :udze for one ¥ our countes and the Geners. Assembiy
etz norund the positon. [ wouid assizn that judge to hear mostiy domestic cases  [1:s also my plan 10 zave the
Jwize sitan ali four of our counties. While there 15 no room for an adcditional judge 1o Somerset or Wicomico
Counties at this time. Dorchester does have space and Worcester will have space in the near future. | also believe

a1 10cai funding may be availapie in doth Of those counties to Provide (or SUPPUN »all.

If vou should need additional information. please advise. As always. we appreciate vour consideration.

¢¢ Hon Robert M. Beli
Hor Theodore R. Eschenburg
Hon. Donald F. Johnson
Hon D. William Siumpson




Exhibit A4

Comments of Circuit Administrative Judge
Second Judicial Circuit




Eriapit A-d

Obe Becond Judictal Circutt of Maryland

CIRCUIT COURT FOR TALBOT COUNTY

w .. an 3 mCRNE

Covmy Houst
Bc AC LT ADMIN STRATVE LLOOL

I v Wagring sm Snpe
Eas™on Mass _amp 2 82
4822 ¢saa

August 27, 1999

Mr. Frank Broccolina

Deputy State Court Administrator
Admunistrative Office of the Courts

Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building
361 Rowe Blvd.

Annapolis, MD 21401

Dcarw/a%

In response to your letter of August 17, the factor that has contributed to my Court’s work load in
a significant way during the past fiscal year is my appointment as Administrative Judge for the
Second Judicial Circuitt While this has not increased my case load, it has increased my
administrative duties so that | now, more than ever, recognize the need for a Circuit Administrator
to assist with these additional duties.

Very truly yours,

(B




Exhibit A-5

Comments of Circuit Administrative Judge

Third Judicial Circuit




Che Circuit Court for Waltimare County

T BD LT CAL S RCUIYT OF MARY _ANT

CHAMBERS OF
EDWARD A DxWATERS, JR
4 JUDGE AND -
ancunc:';’ummm JUOGE October 27. 1999

COUNTY COURTS BUILDING
TOWSON, MD. 21204
410-887.2842
FAX 410-887.59:0

The Honorable Robert M. Bell

Robert C. Murpby Courts of Appeal Buildmg
561 Rowe Bhvd.

Anpapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Chief Judge Bell:

This is in response to vour request for comments regardmg the statistical analysis prepared
by the Admmistrative Oiﬁve of Lhe Courts on the need for addmonal Cucun C ourt Judgeshxps m
Fiscal Year 2001 [Re:

Session (Fiscal Year 2001)].

The last time the Circuit Coun for Baltumore County requested and was authorized an
additional judgeship was during the 1997 session of the General Assembly. Judge Alexander Wright
was appointed to that position. Pror to that appointment. the Court was authorized an additional
judge during the 1990 session of the General Assembly. Over the past ten years. during which I have
had the pleasure of sening as Circuit Administrative Judge, there have been a significant number of
changes, both in terms of workload and the way we do busmess m the Courts. Some of these
mclude:

(1) District Court Civil Jurisdictional Changes - Over the past year or so, there were two
jurisdictional changes which should have had an mmpact on the Circuit Court’s workload. One was
increasing the exclusive jurisdiction of actions filed i the District Court from $20,000 to $25,000
and the second was increasing the eligibiliry standard for civil jury trials from $5,000 to $10.000.
Despite both of these changes, the volume of the civil filings rose eight percent in the past year m the
Circuit Court for Baltimore County from 15,402 civil filings in Fiscal Year 1998 to 16,764 i Fiscal
Year 1999. Most of this increase came from two major case categories.. judicial sales/foreclosures
and divorce cases.

(2) Criminal Jury Trial Prayers - Criminal data over the past nme years indicate that there
has been a declime in the overall number of criminal filings m Baltimore County by 6.0 percent (see

o
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attached table), while at the same ume the overall number of statewide criminal filings mcreased by
3 0 percent (from 69,451 in Fiscal Year 1990 to 72.123 m Fiscal Year 1999). Most of this reduced
workload was due to the success of the Instant Jury Program. which began in Baltimore County m
Japuary of 1990, This fast track approach was mitiated with jury trial pravers m the District Count.
This meant that the vast majormy of defendants who request a jury trial. are tried erther the same day
or the next day in the Circunt Court. Most of these cases. as vou know. do not result in a jury trial
m the Circunt Court. In fact, the overwhelming number of these cases remain o the District Court.
once 1 1s realized that the case will be tried promptly m the Circuit Court. This program has had the
net effect of reducmg the Cournt’s criminal workload by 20 to 25 percent or 200 or more filngs per
moznth. Without this program m effect. our Court would need at least one and a half or two more
judges.

(3) Civil ADR Efforts and Settlement Court - In Balumore County. settlement court has
long been proven as an effective mechanism to resolve civil disputes and we have been very fortumate
in obtaining the services of three retired judges (Judges Cicone, Hennegan, and Sfekas) who are
supported by funds from both the State and local units of government. These judges hear settlement
conferences on domestic and cnvil cases 30 days prior to trial. In calendar year 1998, these judges
conducted 1.877 bearings and disposed of 1,422 cases or approximately 76 percent of the matters
brought before them.

Two years ago, m an effort to control the number of civil cases going to a settlement
conference and to resolve disputes at an earlier stage. a civil mediation program was begqun i
Baltimore County. Simce September 1, 1997, there have been 1,138 cases referred to this program,
about half of which are contract cases and the other half are worker’s compensation cases. Thus far.
525 reports have been recenved from approxmmately 75 tramed mediators. Approximately 67 percent
of the cases (348) have been serled prior to or at a mediation conference. This has had a positive
effect at reducmg the cost of litigation as well as making certain that the daily assignments are more
manageable in terms of fewer cases having to be placed on a “‘warn list™.

(4) Use of Retired Judges to Try Cases - Through the use of “recall judges” which you have
so graciously made available to us, we have been able to use the services of Judges Brennan and
Hennegan to fill m when our daily caseloads are in need of assistance. Additionally over the past
vear or so. we have had the services of Judge Marshall Levine. who has been able to sit
approximately five months of the year to hear CINA reviews and to try civil jury trials.

All of these efforts, including the use of ADR, retired judges and the appointment of a
saeenth judge (Judge Wright), have been instrumental in reducing the number of cases, placed on
stand-by and also the cases not reached by the court once placed on stand-by. It is noted that in
calendar year 1996, the Court averaged 53 cases a month that were placed on stand-by as opposed
to 1999, when this number has decreased to 32 cases a month.
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From the above 1t is clear that we have urilized every method to handle the mcreased caseload
since 1990 without consistently requestmg additional judges.

Tuming to family related litigation m the Circuit Counts, Baltimore County has been able to
successfully consolidate the Master Services under the Familv Division so that all conferences and
bearmgs are now heard withm the courtbouse at no addmonal expense 10 the litigants. These senvices
m:lude: settlement scheduling conferences. pendente lite hearings. uncontested divorce hearings and
all other post judgment matters or modiications not specially assigned to a Family Division Judge.
Prelimmary statitics have shown that m the first year. the Masters have serded approximately 22
percent of the cases before them with respect to all issues and have helped to limit the issues m 17
percent of the cases. Collectively the Masters have conducted a total of 1,019 sertlement/scheduling
conferences berween October 5. 1998 and October 1, 1999. meaning that approximately 400 cases
have reached some degree of sertlemen: as a result of the Family Division Masters

In order to fully implement the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Family
Drvision pertaming to use of Masters, & has been recommended that two additional judgeships be
added to the Circut Courts m each of the five major jurisdictions, one m the State Budget for Fiscal
Year 2001 and one in Fiscal Year 2002. It is my understanding that the duties of these judges would
mchude protective order hearmgs of domestic violence cases now heard m the District Court where
a family related matter has already been filed m the Family Division as well as contempt cases

mvohing child suppornt (excluding Tiie I'V-D cases), alimony, visitation and other orders of the
Family Dnision Judges. We also envision that it is important to establish as part of those duties
chamber matters that would be exclusnvely assigned to a Family Division Judge. Most of these
matters are now currently assigned to one judge assigned to all chambers marters. This would go
a long toward having one Family Dnvision Judge focus on chambers martters that pertam exclusively
to the family. In order to effectively redistribute this work over a period of time, the Circuit Court
will need two additional judgeships to be placed m over the next two fiscal years. To further
document the need for addmional judgeships to handle domestic violence protective order hearings,
the District Court m Baltimore County recorded 2,807 of these cases in Fiscal 1999. To the extent
that a portion of these cases would be transferred to the Circuit Court would mean an additional
burden on our existing judicial resources.

With respect to space and staff needed for these additional judges, the County is aware that
these positions will be requested m the State Budget within the next two years I plan to request the
appropriate support positions when our local budgets are submitted to the County Executive and
County Council. Space will not be a probiem once a new hearing room is constructed for our Famiy
Dnision Master which should be available within the next four to five months. Once this occurs, the
courtroom that is currently being used by one master will be assigned to 3 judge from the Family
Dnision. Once the second judge is approved, he or she will rotate to courtrooms based upon
availabiliry.
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In summanv. if all of the changes are to be implemented m the Family Dnvision over the next
two vears. the Circuit Count for Baltimore County will need two additional judgeships. We simply
-annot handle this addimonal workload without mcreasmg the number of judges w Baltumore County.
I hope -hat this rather detailed explanation gives you a broader picture of our need.

With respect to Harford County. 1 do not believe there is a need for another judge.

-~
A4

Mr Frank Broccolma
Mr. Peter J Lally




CIRCUFF COURT FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY
Civil, Juvenile and Criminal Filings (Original and Reopened Cases)
Fiscal Years 1991 through 1999

FY'94 FY’95 FY’96 FY’97 FY?*98 FY*99 % Change
Since FY'9]

CIVIL 15,300 14,957 15,957 15,429 15,402 16,704 t19.0

JUVENILE 3,872 4,628 4,589 4,800 4,986 4,250 126.0

CRIMINAL 7,328 7,225 7,789 7,571 7,667 7,465 -6.0

TOTAL 26,500 | 26810 | 27,952 | 27800 | 28085 28,479 +12.0

G-y 1t3L.¥]
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FRED C. WRIGHT VRS s 4 CIRCLUIT CO.RT
CHIEF JLDGE FOR WASHINGTON ZOLNTY
TOLRTH JLDIC AL CIRCUIT COULRT HO <f
OF MAR:LAND HAGERSTOUN, M3 2740
TELEPHONE 300 7903
FAX 301 791 4%

The Honorable Robert M. Bell

Chief Judge

Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building
361 Rowe Boulevard

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Chief Judge Bell:

Once again, Washington County ranks 6th in Circuit Court c
(behind only the five metropolitan jurisdicticns® and shows zhe
most pressing need for additional judicial resources in the
State. See Table 9 and compare "adjusted number judicial
resources" and "judicial resources by standard" columns.
Although the county would be willing to fund the support
positions required if additional judgeships were established,
there is no space available within the courthouse to expand z-oy
judicial services.

1 space but
ate and county

A plan is in place, however, to prcvide additicra
because of the necessity to relocate certain st
executive government functions (calendar 2000}, remove asbes:cs
(2001) and renovate (2002), we must wicnhold reguesting that
Washington County be included in Fiscal Year 2001 efforts.

Respectfully,

/4>/442k2f”“

Fred C. Wright, III
Administrative Judge
Fourth Judicial Circuit
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Statistical Needs Aralysis for
New Judgeships :n Anne Arundel Count:
2000 Sessiocn
Z2ar Mr. Brzccclinac:

I wrize this letter
memorandum Zated Octcber 18,
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Ccrpared with other
Arundel County ranks second in
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judges, have 3,199 cases pending per -udge.
egquitable that the trial judges of Anne Arundel
carry more cases by comparison than Baltimore Cou
comparable population.
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tner important indicatcrs are both the ©
performance factors. Anne Arundel County is ranke
predictive factcrs and eighth in performance factor
one ranking of a predictive factor indicates a high amount of
volume and a greater need for additional judgeships.
Additionally, the eighth ranking cf a performance factc
the Anne Arundel County Circuit Court has a slower a ‘
manage its wcrklcad. Based upcn the variables ]
analysis, a strong need exists Zor additional
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in My capacity as Adr:inistrative Judge for Anne Arundel
ty, I have noticed an increase ir the number of cases

ially assigned to our trial Jjudges because of the complexity
he cases. These cases involve ccmplex legal issues and
;

.Y regu:ire B to 1§ days of =rial time.

0

e
M

-

\‘
e

0

sgec
fc
usua

in an eficrt to better Tarage the corplex litigation
and the civil non-domestic doekes i gereral, we will derend more
=£= ©Ur case management plan. This tlan usilizes the services
cf a ;.3izial officer to condu-- sczneduling ceonferences and
s.cseguent seizlement conferenmces -rial dates are nct assigned
“nTil oall 2iforts T2 settle the -zsae nave reen explored with the
Scnedulinz ani set-_ement Judges. Afzer these sters nave been
ctro.ostsd. the Cours's obligat:izn i3 =2 assure -has there are
s23z=s 3vailazle T2 try thosae § wnich have nz2t settled. 7In
crder TZ ass:is:t in managing thcse casss to trial, involvement of
tne Ccuri tc a greater degree is reguirea in tre deve eicpment of
cases The ne=t result is a nesd for ~ove cudicial manpower in
each secment -f cass management. .n czrder to set:ile cases before
trial, i1t rez.ires greater invelve-—an- cf judges from the time
-7% TATIESrs 2re at issue until resslu-ion we anticipate more
cases w.l. settle short of trial, tu- such a sc.ution is unlikely
without a skilled 3judicial hand ro :de the litigants early in
the process

-n conclusion, one to two additional ‘udges is
necessary for Anne Arundel Courty 2 west its chiective of fair
and expsditicus resslution cf --s Zasss.

. “ ~—
very truly yours,
¢
(1N
“ NMM\/ VA
A
--3yion CGresens Jr.‘
CG/xk
Enclosures
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Exiiibit A=
SIXTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
OF MARYLAND
IUDICIAL CENTER
S0 COURTHOUSE SQLUARE
ROCKVILLE, MARYLANT 20850

October 27, 1999

Mr Frank Brocceelina

Deputy State Court Administrator
Administrative O:tice of the Courts

Robert C. Murphx Courts of Appeal Building
361 Rowe Boulevard

Annapolis, Marviand 21401

Re: Statistcal Needs Analvsis for New ludgeships in the Circuit
Courts 2000 Session (Fiscal Year 2001)

Dear Mr. Broccolina:

This letter is in response to the Statistical Needs Analvsis for New
Judgeships in the Circuit Courts, 2000 Session (Fiscal Year 2001) for the Sixth
Judicial Circuit of Manvland. ' This -circuit is seeking additional judgeship
positions in both Montgomerv and Frederick Counties. Substantial growth in
population in both counties has had a direct impact on the caseloads.

In Montgemery County, our concerns are directly associated with the new
familv rules and the reorganization of the circuit court to support the familv
division. As was expressed last vear, it is believed that the successiul
implementation ot anv family division depends upon the proper judicial and
social resources. As in most circuit courts in the state, case assignment focus has
always been based upon percentage fall-out together with available judge time.
Regardless of case tvpe on the dav of the scheduled hearing or trial, that
particular case can be heard or assigned to any available judge. In order to
achieve the goals established by the state and local committees on familv division
implementation, we must focus upon special case assignment as well as problem
solving and prevention. To fully achieve this principle, the courts must not allow
the full compliment of judges to handle certain segments of domestic cases.
Judges and masters must be speciallv assigned to cases, thus providing the
parties with continuity in the decision-making process. The social services aspect,
an equally important mission of the family division, together with state funding

tor those

adminst.worddoc. aoc.01judge
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services will certainly place a new emphasis on the divorcing tamilv. However,
without judicial resources being assigned to these cases, toco much time will
transpire between events, allowing uncertainty and dvstunction.

Also. 1in compliance with the recommendations on the reform o: the
master syvstem, the masters will no longer hear certain legal proceedings, such as
modifications and merits  After full implementation of a statewide master
policv, an enormous impact will be associated with the familv judges’ calendar
assignments Frankly, we will not have enough judges to effectivelv assign to all
the various calendar assignments.

Indeed, the statistical needs analvsis has been a reliable, consistent tool in
determining statewide judicial positions. Now that the family divisions have
been successfullv established, | believe a weighted caseload studv should be
instituted for determining need. The current syvstem should be revised or altered
to take into consideration the complexitv of cases and other factors associated
with individual cases. Judges can spend hours and even davs working with a
familv to resolve issues, as well with or attornevs and litigants resolving civil
issues. Nevertheless there is no credit allocated to that worklaad factor.

Frederick Countv’s population has increased dramatically over the past
few vears and that has a direct increase in the caseload filings of the courts.
Frederick’s projected population forecast indicates that it will continue to rise,
thus we should continue to see a rise in case tilings. Their need for additional
judgeships is clear in the analvsis, but workload tactors are most emphasized bv
the explosion of cases in the juvenile area. The juvenile hearing caseload has
increased 40% since FY97. That increase has put a tremendous strain on the
judiciary when considering a 24% increase in civil case filings and an 18%
increase in adult criminal filings since FY95. Theyv can not continue at the
existing pace without assistance.

Consistent with past vears’ requirements, both Frederick and
Montgomery Counties have the local support necessary and will have courtroom
space available by July 2000.

Mr. Frank Broccolina

adminst worddoc aoc.01judge
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We hope vou continue to regard the statistical needs analvsis as the
beginning point tor making recommendations to the legislature for additional
judgeships.  Freder:ck and Montgomery Counties are working diligently to
decrease filing to disposition times while at the same time exhaustiv elv working
to improve the admunistration ot justice. The Sinth Judicial Circuit is respecitull.
requesting an add:fional judgeship for Frederick Countv and adyitioral
judgeships in Montgomen Counnv in accordance with the recommendations o

.

the Conference ot Circuit Court Judges. In anticipation of Vour cooperation.
thank vou.

\V er\A Lours

/

/ =

Paul H Weinstein

PHW/ pgh

The Hon. G Edward Dwver, Jr.

adminst worddoc aoc 01judge
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CCoURY HOLSE
LPEEFR mAQLDORS, VARVLARD 22772

Wi cam O MIzSZom (301 @sa-ITZA
stvtw’-:acm'a;»ms'u'v( - 20T Cax 3O > 9862324

CONTT AD~ NiSTRATST JIDHF

Noverthber 3, 1399

‘jonn. Ropert ™. Bell

~nief Judge, Cour:t of Appeals
36. Rcwe Blvd

Annapo.is, Mary.end 2140:

Tear Ch.ef Judge)ﬂ{ g‘ d

v offer the fcllewing conments after review.ag the judicial heeds
aralys.s for the Prince Beorge’s County Circuit ourt. It 1s the
urders-anding of thcse ¢f us in Prince George's County that the
Adriniatrative Cffice of the Courts, in ~ight of tkhe Interim Policy for
Domestic Relations Masters, will be recommend:rig additioral judges for those
eccurcts having family divisions. Wwizh this ir mind, Prince George's County
submitted, in September 1935, a judicial needs eszina-e which required three
addit.onal judges IO assume the Learing respongi-iliities Dow assigned to the
nasters for Domeagtic Relatiosns Causes.

~his court bas now had the opp<rtunity to review in more detail the
eslimates that we supplied to the Administrative Office of the Courte in
September 159%. Given our internal policy of assigring 4udges to the Family
Divigion for 75% of the.r time, we have corsidered the implicarticns for the
ceurt’s master ca.eadar. Prca Segtamber 1998 through Septerber 1999 over
30,00 events were heard by the Prince George's County Domestic Masters. We
pave isolated those events that now, in consideration of the Interis Policy
applicahble to Family ~iviaior courts, seem most appropriate for judicial
cverasight. In 80 doing, we have calculated the approximate amount of tixe
that each event w:ll require. We then applied zhe knowrn differences in
sliocatior. of becch time between 3judges and masters. This data Zeads us to
conclude that Lhree plua judges are seeded to hear the contested issues that
will pe removed from the masters.

As you know, Prince George's County is a jurisdictior with a large
percentage of fanmily iaw filings and is currently nighly dependent upott our
rasters as hearing officers. We currently erjoy a low axception rate and
have a cadre of knowledgeable, ta.ented, hard working, and focused masters.
Based upon the diligent work ¢f our masters, we project a reduction in
efficiency when ccntested matters, presently heard Dy nasters, are
transferred to iudaea who are orly required to donate 75% of their time =c
the Pamily Division. We anticipate this resu.t because most judges Jdo oot
have the exparience in the family law area that the masters presertly anjoy.
Therefore, newly appointed judges who may be assigned to the Pamily Divis:ion
w:ll require extemsive crientation 1in fam:ly law mactars. Judges who rotate

F et WAISSOURIECT PG VO VS
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inte the Family Zivisien from other assignmerts will require an imrediate
refresher course :in fax:ly law razters. I feel certain that you urdergtand

ke necessity to have a fighly trained and educated cadre of sudges to serve
the reeds of Family Division clients

As the admin:strative Judge fir the Prince George's County Circuj:
“rt. I take this opporiunity t: siress the need for the above stated number
“dges to replace the masters srce they cease hearing corntested matters.
80 wish L0 §tress za bekalf =¢ the court that a stric: adherence te the
Tim Masters Policy will n:t ze possitle withous additional judocial

As alweys, I thark you [or your understanding and support of all of cur
courls, btut particularly the Circ.ois Court in Prince Gesrge's County ard

throughcut Lhe Severth Judiciai Circui-=. With best regards I rena:n,

Sincerely yours,

Williar D. Missouri
Adminiastrative Judge
7% Judicial Cireuit
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for

Baltimore City
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BA.T MZRE MARY aND 2° 202 410} 39¢ 4316
FAX (410) 245.732¢
LLEN M SeiLeRr City Dea* "7y 1a°7 396 4313¢
NSTRAT VE _LS5E £-~ad E €"-eitg Qiims ca,p oo

October 20, 1999 ’

Frank Broccolina

Depury State Administrator
Administrative Office of the Courts
Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Bldg.
361 Rowe Boulevard

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Re:  New Judgeships - FY 2001
Dear Frank:

I am responding to the October 18, 1999 memorandum from Chief Judge Bell.
Baltimore City has already submirted a lerter requesting two additional judges. I would
only supplement that request with the observation that we are going to begin scheduling
asbestos cases in clusters of 30 before five civil judges at two and three week intervals in
the near future. Also, there remain very heavy family division and criminal dockets
which could readily use additional assistance.

Sincerely,

A

Ellen M. Heller
Administrative Judge

EMH/kms

cc:  Hon. Robert M. Bell, Chief Judge
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; EerTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT OF MARY_AND
[ cnamBIms OF 111 NORTH CALVERT STREETY

pu M. H Kapiawn BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21202

k CmigF JUBSE AWD

Cingu *

(470) 336-5582
FAX {410} 545.7323

4 .. Cay Doal TTY (410) 396435°
o nrasnve Jusee September 9, 1999 ’

Mr. Frank Broccolina

Deputy State Court Administrator
Administrative Office of the Courts
Robert C. Murphy Courts of
Appeal Building

361 Rowe Boulevard

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Desar Mr. Broccolina:

Thanks for giving me the opportunity of discussing with our Management
Committee and most of the Judges of this Bench our Jjudge power needs for the next fiscal year.
As I am sure you are aware, over the last several years, our criminal docket grew to
overwhelming proportions. Overwhelming based on not only our staffing but the staffing of the
Public Defender and the State’s Artorney and the Sheriff. There are approximately 60,000 drug
addicts in Baltimore City, and a substantial proportion of them are involved in the criminal
justice system. We have removed judges from other dockets, in particular, the civil and the
domestic, in order to increase our ability to handle the incoming felony cases. We expect that
condition to continue for the indefinite future and, therefore, will not be able to return the
removed judges to the domestic docket or to the civil docket.

Naturally, the removal of 2 judge from the domestic docket has hurt the handling
of that docket, as the removal of a judge &omﬂ:ecivildockahndmagedthebmdlingoflhat
docket. We are now operating with three judges to handle the domestic docket and three judges
to handle the juvenile docket. The juvenile docket now handles all the termination of parental
rights cases in addition to all of their other responsibilities.

On the civil gide, though there have been global settlements with varions
defendants for many thousands of cases, there still remain about 12,000 cases to be disposed of
with other defendants and thousands of cases that have been filed since the global settlements to
be disposed of with the defendants that have entered into the global scttlement, as well as the
other defendants.. In short, the asbestos docket will be around for the next several years at least.
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The civil docket also is faced with hundreds of lead paint cases and severa] hundred medical

malpractice cases, along with all the other civil matters that are filed at the rate of about 600 per
month.

Consequently, we belicve that st least two additional judges are Justified for the
Circuit Court for Baltimore City. With the addition of four courtrooms, chambers and other
facilities as of January, 2000, we wil] have sufficient room for two additiona] judges and our
cadre of very essential retired judges. Without their help, our prayer for relief would be much
greater. The addition of two judges to our Jjudicial cadre would basically allow us to more
adequately staff our understaffed Family and Civil Divisions.

Sincerely yours,

Chief and Administrative Judge

JHHK :sp

cc: Hon. Robert M. Bell
Hon. Ellen M. Heller
Hon. Albert J. Matricciani, Jr.
Hon. David B. Mitchell
Hon. Martin P. Welch
George B. Riggin, Jr., Esq.
Mr. Larry Reiner
Mr. Michael Neale :
M's Faye Gaskin /
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Certifying Need For Additional
District Court Judgeships
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DISTRICT COURY OF MARYLAND
MARTHA F. RASN Corn o Appeal Suadrg
Cruat Jucige

Fax (410) 9745008

September 8, 1999

f.  The Honorable Robert M. Bell
Chief Judge

L Court of Appeals of Maryland
i 634 Courthouse East

111 North Calvert Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Judge Bell:

l'am herewith submitting my assessment of the need for additional District Court
. judgeships for the fiscal year beginning July 1. 2000.

I have again solicited the views of the twelve administrative judges of the District Court
as 1o whether they foresee a need for any new judicial positions in their respective districts. The
following two districts have submirted requests to me for additional judgeships: District Four (St
Mary’s County) and District Five (Prince George’s County). My office has conducted an
analysis of current and past statistics dealing with caseloads, bench time averages, assistance
from retired judges, and other factors peculiar to these jurisdictions.

ST.MARY'S COUNTY - DISTRICT FOUR

You will recall that last year when I submitted my assessment for additional judgeships |
said | believed there was a good case to be made for an additional judgeship in St Mary’s County
in the not-too-distant future. I'believe that time may soon arrive, but | will not at this time
request an additional judgeship for this jurisdiction. [ have enclosed the written documentation
submitted by the administrative Judge in District Four, and I would like to offer the following
comments concerning some of the points raised in his request:

St. Mary's County does seem to be growing by leaps and bounds, as evidenced by recent
statistics which show that population has increased - in onc-year’s time - by 2.8%. Although
population statistics and population/judge ratic (please see enclosed charts) most certainly should
be taken into consideration, I do not believe they should be the determining factor for an
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additional judgeship. You will see from the documentation that the local law enforcement
agencies have recently budgeted for additional personnel. That factor, I believe, coupled with the
continued increase in population, will most certainly have a future impact on our caseload.

The documentation compares the caseload in St Mary’s Cdunty to that of other one-judge
countes in the State. Only one other county, Worcester County (Chart #4, FY *97), shows a
higher caseload. Although Worcester County (District Two) is a one-judge county, there are
some peculiarities that exist. As you know, that jurisdiction contains two District Court
facilities, Snow Hill and Ocean City. Our resident judge there divides his time between the two
locations, and in addition travels one day a month from January through June, as do other Judges
in that district. It may well be that the beavy caseload in Worcester County will necessitate an
assessment of our judicial resources in that jurisdiction in the very near future.

As you are well aware, our existing judgeship in St. Mary's County has been vacant since
the appointment of Judge Raley to the circuit court in December, 1998. Judge Raley is. indeed,
highly efficient, and was able to keep abreast of the heavy caseload while on our court
Fortunately, we have been able to continue Judge Raley’s effectiveness through the use of retired
Judges, and other judges who are available for travel, and sustain no appreciable backlog.

Oddly enough, it is primarily the existing vacancy that causes me not to request an
additional judgeship at this time. Even though St Mary’s County ranks high in the statewide
average in the category of cases filed or processed per judge. and the population projection
continues 10 increase, | belicve a bener assessment can be made once that judgeship is Slled. |
will, therefore, keep a close eye on the situation over the ensuing months and reassess our needs
for an additional judgeship in St Mary’s County next vear.

PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY - DISTRICT FIVE

The enclosed statistics submitted by the administrative judge in Prince George's County
demonstrate the heavy caseload in that Jjurisdiction.

Thcadvenlofpaccordaswﬂlmostdcﬁnimlyhaveanimpactontheircasclead,uthcy
will in all other jurisdictions. The extent to which these orders will overburden our courts,
however, remains to be seen.

An examination of current statistics (July 1998-June 1999) shows that Prince George’s
County has the highest number of motor vehicle cases, and falls behind only Baltimore City in
thenmnbcrofcriminalandcivﬂascﬁlings.
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As you know, in the past three years we have cerufied a need for, and received, two
additional judgeships in Prince George’s County. As of this writing, the more recent Judgeship
has not been filled, but | anticipate that it will be in the very near future. That judgeship, |
believe, will go a long way toward easing the burdens on our judges in that county. and [ will,
therefore, not request an additional Judgeship in Prince George's County for the fiscal'year
beginning July, 1, 2000.

Judge Clagett and Judge Kratovil have dope an excellent job in laying out the bases for
their concerns that future growth of population and caseloads will have a direc

Sincerely,

[/U[uﬁu % f%m

Martha F. Rasin
MIR:bja
Enclosures

cc: The Honorable Stephen L. Clagert
The Honorable Frank M. Kratovil
v George B. Riggin, Jr., Esq./w/encl

Ms. Patricia L. Plattw/enc!
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August 24, 1999

The Honorable Martha F. Rasin

Chief Judge

District Court of Maryland

Robert C. Murphy Courts of Appeal Building
Annapolis, Maryland 21401-2395

Dear Chief Judge Rasin:

I am writing this letter to formally request an additional Judgeship in District IV for St. Mary’s
County. As the Administrative Judge of this district [ set out the following facts to support this
request.

The population of St Mary’s County continues to show dramatic increases. This population

shift, which is occurring throughout the Southern Maryland region, is expected to continue wel]
into the next millennium. The Maryland Office of Planning, Planning Data Services, in their
published article, “Population Trends in Maryland,” note that, “Calvert, Cecil and St. Mary’s




Exhibit B

Page 2
The Honorable Martha F. Rasin
August 24, 1999

There was a third Circuit Court judgeship funded in St. Mary’s County effective October |, 1998.
This position has had a significant impact on the District Court for St. Mary’s County which I
will address later in this request.

Statistics gathered from the “Anpoal Report of the Maryland Judiciary 1997-1998" graphically
demonstrate the present need for an additional District Court Judgeship in St Mary’s County.
Durning fiscal year 1998 St. Mary's County had a population of 84,000, significantly higher than
any of the other one judge counties in the state (Chart #1). This number is expected to continue
to show a consistent increase in the foreseeable future.

During fiscal year 1997, St. Mary’s County recorded 24,782 cases filed and processed in the
District Court. This is the highest number of cases filed or Processed in a single judge county,
with the exception Worcester County (Chart 4). St Mary’s County ranks above the statewide
average in the category of cases filed Or processed per judge. These numbers can be expected to
show significant increases in the coming year as the population shift continues.

acdviﬁambcinghmdledbyvisiﬁngjndgm. Omed:etppoinmmtismadetoﬁumis
vacancy,itisinoonceivﬂ’letoexpecunewly:ppointedjudgetohnmediaelyﬁmcﬁoninthc
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Very truly yours,

et o 30

Administrative Judge
District IV

SLC/dw
cc: Patricia H. Plan

Richard W. Clemens
Richard A. Parker
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; DISTRICT COURT OF MARYLAND
ank'Mmf:l}‘:::' District Nurber §

Upper Martboro. Marviand =
t301) 95233

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Honorable Martha F. Rasin
Chief Judge

Fm&#kmmﬁl

Administrative Judge, Prince George's County

T'am requesting an additional judge for the Fifth Judicial District. The reasons for my request are
as follows:

1. The press of domestic violence cases.

2. The trial time required for automobile tort cases, parucularly those $10,000 and
up.

3. The anticipated increase in cases per judge because of the Peace Orders
provision.

4 The operation of two new regional booking facilities; thus, the increase in arrests
and prosecutions on trial dockets.

Our Domestic Violence case load has remained constant for two (2) years. We are handling

3,545 10 3,607 cases a year. In this category alone, the judges are required to manage at least 295
cases (this number is based on 12 judges).

Alﬂmugbthenumbetofdvﬂmﬁledhabccnfairlyconmmfor!hclzsttwoﬂ)yws,thc
oumber of large claims has increased substantially.

April 1999 1475
May 1999 1221

June 1999 1427
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In cach of the big five (5) districts, the administrative judges are in fear of the “Peace Order”
cases. These cases will require two (2) hearings just as the Domestic Violence cases do. There
is no way to accurately estimate the number of cases that will make up the dail

esmating 40 cases per day. Even with the “creative” and “innovative”

which the Fifth Judicial District excels, with all due modesty, our judicial allocation wil] not be
able to cope. I suspect that every police officer - Pripce George's County, State Police and the 38
municipalities - wil] quickly realize how to dispose of a problem on their patrol “Get a Peace
Order”.

yattsville, however, we are stij] experiencing a backlog of cases 10 be set
for court. 1do not anticipate any significant decrease over the next several years.
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DRAFT LEGISLATION—-2000 REGULAR SESSION
JUDGESHIPS

BILL ORDER

AN ACT concerning

Judgeships - Circuit Court - Anne Arundel. Baltimore, Montgomeny.
Prince George's and Worcester Counties and Baltimore Ciry

For the purpose of increasing the number of Judges authorized for Circuits 1, 3.5, 6, 7 and
8 (Anne Arundel. Baltimore, Montgomery, Prince George's and Worcester Counties and
Baltimore City); and providing for the effective date of this Act.

BY repealing and reenacting. with amendments.
Article - udicial Pr in

Section 1-303 () (2). (3), (15),(16). (23), and 1-503 (b

Annotated Code of Maryland

(1998 Replacement Volume and 1999 Supplement)

Circle as appropriate

(aed) July 1 effective date

(11/17/99)
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DRAFT LEGISLATION -2000 REGULAR SESSION

JUDGESHIPS
Article - Courts and Judicial Proceedings -
iR
1-503.
(a) In each county in the first seven judicial circuits there shall be the number of
resident judges of the circuit court set forth below including the judge or judges provided
for by the Constitution:
2) Anne Arundel - [10] 12
(3) Baltimore County - [16] 18
(15)  Montgomery - [17] 19
(16)  Prince George's - [23] 25
(23} Worcester - [2] 3
(b) In Baltimore City there shall be [30] 32 resident judges of the Circuit Court for
Baltimore City. -
| &
| &

(11/17/99) l




